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ports for refugees; to the Committee on Im-
migration and Naturalization.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

. Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. McCORMACK:

H. R.4987. A bill for the relief of the estate
of Otto Frederick Gnospelius, deceased; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BLLOOM:

H.R.4983. A bill for the relief of certain
officers and employees of the Foreign Service
of the United States who, while in the course
of their respective duties, suifered losses of
personal property by reason of war condi-
tions; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

5821. By Mr. CAPOZZOLI: Petition of the
people of the city of New York who are
members of settlement houses belonging to
United Nelghborhood Houses, urging the Con-
gress of the United States to renew the Price
Control Act with additional provisions to give
more and stronger price control; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

5822. By Mr. PLOESER: Petition of John
Ferrara of Societd di Mutuo Soccorso Unione
Siciliana Principe di Plemonte and approxi-
mately 1,020 citizens of St. Louls and 8t
Louis County, Mo, protesting against the
enactment of any and all prohibition legis-
lation; to the Committee on the Judiciary,.

5823. By Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey: Pe-
tition of Wantage Township, Bussex, N. J.,
and Clinton Township, Annandale, N. J,, in
support of Senator Hawkes' bill (8. 1737),
providing certain payments to States and
their political subdivisions for loss of
revenues cccasioned by the aecquisition of
real property by the United States for mili-
tary purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

5824. By.the SPEAKER: Petition of the
Secretary, Texas Power Reserve Electric Co-
operative, Inc., petitioning consideration of
their resolution with reference to House bill
2961, authorizing construction, repalr, and
preservation of certain public works on rivers
and harbors; to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors.

5825. Also, petition of various real estate
owners in New York City, petitioning con-
sideration of their resolution with reference
to the inequities In the rent control section
of the present Emergency Price Control Act;
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

- SENATE

Fripay, June 9, 1944 - o5t

(Legislative day of Tuesday, May 9, 1944)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

Rev. Fred 8. Buschmeyer, minister,
Mount Pleasant Congregational Church,
‘Washington, D. C., offered the following
prayer:

Almighty God, whose power hath cre-
ated all that is, whose goodness.and
mercy have spanned all the years, and
whose present love and concern for all
the creatures of Thy hand count even
the sparrow as it falls: Our hearts are
stilled before the thought of how great
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the suffering of Thy heart must be, when
conflict tears Thy earth apart, and
human children of Thy love—not spar-
rows—fall by scores to rise no more
among their fellow men.

As we take up the duties of this day
grant us hearts dnd minds attuned to
Thine. Take from our souls all self-con-
cern which would prevent our becoming
the channels of Thy grace and power.
Lift the scales of selfish, narrow vision
from our eyes that we may see the splen-
dor of a service completely acceptable
unto Thee.

To Thy hands of mercy we commit all
those who stand this day in mortal dan-
ger on our behalf. Help us see, as Thou
dost see, the honor and the greatness of
their sacrifice. Teach us to serve, with
matching honor and fidelity, the noblest
interests of our land and the larger hopes
of Thine own heart for all mankind.

Invade our lives, O God, and conquer
us with Thy wisdom and Thy power, that
we may live and die with the knowledge
that we have served out the fullness or
the shortness of our days in the name of
the Most High. In the spirit of the
valiant Christ, and in remembrance of
all our noble dead, we pray. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day Thursday, June 8, 1044, was
dispensed with, and the Journal was ap-
proved.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:

PERSONNEL OF THE LAND FORCES

A letter from the Secretary of War, report-
ing confidentially, pursuant to law, relative
1o the personnel of the land forces in train-
ing and service on April 30, 1944; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

Pay STaTUS OF CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES SUSPENDED
WITHOUT PAY PENDING INVESTIGATION
A letter from the President of the United
States Civil Service Commission, submit-
ting an additional paragraph to be included
in the proposed draft of a bill to estab-
lish a uniform policy with respect to the
pay status of civilian employees suspended
without pay pending investigation; to the

Committee on Civil Service.

DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO APPROVE Pa¥-
MENT OF CERTAIN TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTA-
TIoN EXPENSES IN CONNECTION WITH TRANS-
FER OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL
A letter from the President of the United

States Civil Service Commission, transmitting

a draft of proposed legislation to authorize

the delegation of authority to approve pay-

ment of expenses of travel and transportation
of household gocds and personal effects in
connection with the transfer of clvilian of-
ficers and employees from one station to an-
other (with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive
Departments.

PETITIONS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate petitions of
sundry citizens and representatives of
various real-estate companies and cor-
porations of New York City, N, Y., pray-
ing for amendment of the rent-control
section of the Emergency Price Control
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Act so as to remove allezed inequities
therefrom, which were ordered to lie on
the table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. BANKHEAD, from the Committee
on Irrigation and Reclamation:

8.1571. A bill to provide that the trans-
mountain tunnel constructed in connection
with the Colorado-Big Thompson project
shall be known as the “Alva B. Adams tun-
nel”; without amendment (Rept. No. 958).

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee
on Claims:

H. R. 4707. A bill for the relief of J. Fletcher
Lankton and John N. Ziegele; without
amendment.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts, from
the Committee on Naval Affairs:

Capt. Harold Dodd, United States Navy, to
be a commodore in the Navy, for temporary
service, to continue while serving as chief,
United States Naval Mission to Brazil.

By Mr. McEELLAR, from the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads:

Sundry postmasters,

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by umanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. DAVIS:
5.1990. A bill to create United States Civil

Service Board of Appeals; to the Committee
on Civil Service,

5.1991. A bill to amend Section 5 of the
Railroad Retirement Act approved August
29, 1935, relative to death benefits; to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce.

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts:
$5.1992 (by request). A bill to remove re-
strictions on transfers of small craft to other
American republics in furtherance of the war
effort; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

On motion by Mr. ELLENDER, the Com-
mittee on Claims was discharged from
the further consideration of the bill
(H. R. 3659) for the relief of Anne
Loacker, and it was referred to the Com-
mittee on Civil Service.

FELICITATIONS TO THE ICELANDIC
ALTHING ON ESTABLISHMENT OF THE
REFUBLIC OF ICELAND

Mr. CONNALLY submitted the follow-
ing concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res.
45), which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations:

Whereas the people of Iceland in a free
plebiscite on May 20-23, 1944, overwhelm-
ingly approved the constitutional bill passed
by the Althing providing for the establish-
ment of a republican form of government;
and

Whereas the Republic of Iceland will be
formally established on June 17, 1944: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the United States 3

{the House of Representatives of the United
States concurring), That the Congress hereby
expresses to the Icelandic Althing, the oldest
parliamentary body in the world, its con=
gratulations on the establishment of the Re-
public of Iceland and its welcome to the
Republic of Iceland as the newest republic
in the family of free nations.

-
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_WHAT FOREIGN POLICY WILL BEST PRO-
MOTE PEACE?—ADDRESS BY SENATOR
TAFT

[Mr. TAFT asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp & radio address
entitled *What Foreign Policy Will Best Pro-
mote Peace?” delivered by him on June 8,
1944, which appears in the Appendix.]

THE BANKHEAD AMENDMENT TO THE
PRICE-CONTROL EXTENSION BILL
[Mr. HAWKES asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the REcorp a statement

prepared by him relative to the so-called

Bankhead amendment to Senate bill 1764

to amend the Emergency Price Control Act

of 1942, ete., which appears in the Appendix.]

OUR WAR AIMS IN EUROPE—EDITORIAL
FROM THE WASHINGTON TIMES-
HERALD
[Mr. REYNOLDS asked and obtained leave

to have printed In the Recorp an editorial

entitled, “Our War Aims in Europe,” pub-
lished in the Washington (D. C.) Times-

Herald, which appears {n the Appendix.]

FLOODS IN THE MISSOURI RIVER AS A
THREAT TO IRRIGATION—EDITORIAL
FROM THE NEBERASEA FARMER
[Mr. BUTLER asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Recorp an editorial en-

titled “Threat to Irrigation” published in
the Nebraska Farmer, which appears in the

Appendix.]

WORK OF CONGREGATION AT GLENNON-
VILLE, MO—ARTICLE FROM ST. LOUIS
POST-DISPATCH
[Mr. CLARK of Missouri asked and ob-

tained leave to have printed In the Recomrp

an article published in the S5t. Louis Post-

Dispatch regarding the pioneer development

conducted by Father Peters and his congre-

gation at Glennonville, Mo., which appears in
the Appendix.]

ACTIVITIES OF C. I. O. POLITICAL ACTION
COMMITTEE

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, we have
abundant proof to force us to the con-
clusion that our judiciary has sunk to
an all-time low in its respect for the Con-
stitution and the basic laws of the coun-
try, including a long line of precedents
established by our once learned courts.

The Attorney General, in his opinions
to the executive department, has totally
ignored constitutional provisions and has
arrived at conclusions with an obedience
that has shocked the Nation.

I have addressed a letter to the Attor-
ney General, reciting his opinion to the
Honorable Howarp W. SmitH, of the
House of Representatives, respecting the
activities of the C. I. O. Political Action
Committee. Ihave given a chronological
statement of the activities of this com-
mittee and of the American Communist
Political Association, and have asked his
opinion as to whether these activities are
violative of any statutes. I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
Recorp a copy of the letter, -

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

. pore. Without objection, it is so ordered,
The letter is as follows:
JUNE 6, 1944,
Hon. Frawcis BIDDLE,
Attorney General of the United States,
Washington, D. C.

DEArR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I have noted

your opinion, addressed to Hon. Howarp W,

SarTH, of the House of Representatives, dated
April 6, 1944, concerning the activities of the
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political action committee of the Congress
of Industrial Organizations, in which you
state that a thoroughgoing investigation of
such activities was made by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation and that no violation
of any Federal law was disclosed by the
investigation.

You stated that the activities of the C.I. O,
Political. Action Committee to date (April 6,
1944) were confined to furtherance of a pro-
gram consisting of an effort to have the
unions get their members to register and
qualify as voters in their respective com-
munities and for other purposes not pro-
hibited by the Federal statutes.

You also stated that if future acts by the
committee of a nature prohibited by Federal
law should oceur that appropriate action
will be taken by your Department.

Since the date of your opinion on April 6,
1944, there have occurred certain activities of
the C. I. O. Political Actlon Committee and
other political assoclations to which I desire
to direct your attention.

1. On Tuesday, May 9, 1844, the press re-
ported that the president of the Congress of
Industrial Organizations in his official ca-
pacity had announced to the convention of
this organization at Philadelphia he endorsed
and would actively work for a continuation
in office of the present national adminis-
tration.

2. On Wednesday, May 10, 1844, the press
reported that the chairman of the pclitical
action committee of the C. I, O., acting as
such official, had announced his support and
endorsement of a continuation in office of the
present natlonal administration.

3. On Tuesday, May 16, 1944, the press,
radio commentators, and columnists reported
that the C. I. O. Political Action Committee
in session at Chicago officially adopted the
following resolution:

“To meet its needs and those of the entire
Nation, both in winning victory in war and
the ce to follow, as we approach the na-
tiondl elections of 1944 it becomes the task
of the C. I. O. and the C. I. O. Political Action
Committee to determine what candidate for
national office can hest effectuate those ob=
Jectives; in particular, our Nation's choice on
November 7 of a Chief Executive who will
shape our course during the next 4 critical
years. Those great tasks can be fulfilled only
by a man of experlence and demonstrated
leadership, a man whose performances rather
than promises entitle him to the confidence
of the Nation. They require a man whose
outstanding capacity for leadership can tinite
the entire Nation behind him and assure con-
tinued unity of the United Nations.

“The overwhelming majority of the C.1.0.'s
5,000,000 members, acting through their in-
ternational unions and their local organiza-
tions, have called upon Franklin D. Roosevelt
to run for another term in office and upon
the Nation to elect him to that office. The
C. I. O, Political Actlon Committee therefore
merely records the sentiment of the mem-
bership of the C, I. O, as already expressed
when it joins with them in urging Franklin
Roosevelt again to respond to the call of duty
in the Nation's service and become a candi-
date for President.”

4. It has been reported by a congressional
investigating committee that the chairman
of the C. I. O. Political Action Committee
stated that $2,000,000 will be collected from
labor organizations for the activities of the
committee,

5. On Wednesday, May 17, 1944, a radio news
commentator reported that he had been ad-
vised by an official C. I. O, spokesman that
leaflets, radio speeches, and rallies promoted
by the C. I. O. were specifically designed to
promote and aid in the election of specific
candidates. This commentator further re-
ported that the legal position of the C. I. O.
Political Action Committee, as stated by the
spokesimman, was that under the interpreta-
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tion of the Attorney General it is necessary
to make a direct specific ¢ash contribution to
an individual candidate or political party In
order to violate the Federal law, and that any
other activity Is not a violation and is per=-
fectly permissible,

6. On May 19, 1044, the Political Action
Committee of the C. I. O. published and made
Nation-wide distribution of a special edition
of Political Action NeWws (vol. 1, No. 5), In
which it is stated:

“The full strength of the C. I. O. has been
mobilized behind President Roosevelt. Meet-
ing in Chicago this week, the C. I. O, Political
Actlon Committee issued a vigorous endorse-
ment of the President and demanded his
reelection.

“As we approach the natlonal elections of
1944, it becomes the task of the C. I. O. and
of the C. I. O, Political Action Committee, as
its political arm, to determine what candi-
detes for national office can best effectuate
these objectives.

“It will, therefore, be the task of the C. I. O.
Political Action Committee, between now and
November 7, to intensify the educational
campaign which it has launched through-
out the Nation.

“We are confident that this task of educa«
tion and organization will be performed, and
that on November 7 the American people will
reelect Franklin Delano Roosevelt to office.”

7. On May 20, at New York City, the Com=
munist Political Party, according to the daily
press, voted to dissolve as a political party
and thereupon the group formerly represent-
ing the Communist Party organized an asso-
ciation known as the American Communist
Political Association; nonpartisan in char-
acter, but for avowed political purposes.

8. According to such announcements the
American Communist Political Association,
by official action, pledged its support to the
continuation in office of the present national
administration.

9. On Saturday, June 3, 1944, the New York
Times carried a financial report of the C.I. O.
Political Action Committee in which it was
disclosed that $669,764.11 had been received
from member unions of the Congress of In-
dustrial Organizations and that $1589,112.12
bhad been expended to May 31, 1944, in con-
nection with various political activities,

10. On June 6, 1944, the United Press, un-
der a Boston date line of June 5, 1944, re=-
ported that the International Ladles Gar-
ment Workers Union in convention at Boston
recelved a report from the President of this
Union, in which it was reflected that $243,-
369 had been contributed to the American
Labor Party, a national political party.

Your attention is called to the following
section of the Hatch Political Activity Act of
1929 as amended:

“It is hereby declared to be a pernicious
political activity, and it shall hereafter be
unlawful, for any person, directly or indi-
rectly, to make contributions in an aggregate
amount in excess of $5,000, during any calen-
dar year, or in connection with any campaign
for nomination or election, to or on behalf of
any candidate for an elective Federal office
(including  the offices of President of the
United States and Presidential and Vice Pres-
idential electors), or to or on behalf of any
committee or other organization engaged in
furthering, advancing, or advocating the
nomination or election of any candidate for
any such office or the success of any national
political party.”

The act defines the term “person” to in=
clude an individual, partnership, committee,
asscclation, corporation, and any other or=-
ganization or group of persons. The term
“contribution” is defined to include a gift,
subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of
money, or anything of value.

Section 11 of the Federal Corrupt Practices
Act, as amended by the Smith-Connally Law,
provides as follows:
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*It is unlawful for any national bank, or
any corporation organized by authority of
any law of Congress, to make a contribution
in connection with any election to any politi-
cal officer, or for any corporation whatever,
or any labor organization to make a contribu=<
tion in connection with any election at
which Presidential and Vice Presidential elec-
tors or a Senator or Representative in, or a
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to Con-
gress are to be voted for, or for any candi-
date, political committee, or other person to
accept or receive any contribution prohibited
by this section.”

In view of the disclosures made by the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, set forth in
your opinion to Representative Smith on
April 6, 1944, that large contributions of
money had been made by the Congress .of
Industrial Organizations to the C. I. O. Polit-
ical Action Committee and in view of the
‘events reported to have occurred subsequent
to April 6, 1944, to which reference herein-
before is made, I am respectfully requesting
as a Member of the United States Benate
and as a Member of the Senate Standing
Committee on Privileges and Elections that
you cause the truth and correctness of the
reports and statements herein mentioned to
be investigated, together with such other
matters as may be pertinent and relevant,
and advise me in the following particulars:

1. Is the Congress of Industrial Organi-
zations an “association™ or "other organi-
zation"” within the meaning of the Hatch
Act?

2. Is the Political Action Committee of the
Congress of Industrial Organizations a
“committee” or “other organization" within
the meaning of the Hatch Act?

3. Is the American Communist Political
Association an “association” or "other or-
ganization” within the meaning of the Hatch
Act?

4. Is the Congress of Industrial Organl-
zations a "labor organization” within the
meaning of the Federal Corrupt Practices
Act?

_ b. Is the C. 1. O. Political Action Committee
& “political committee” within the meaning
cof the Federal Corrupt Practices Act?

6. Is the American Communist Political
Association a “political committee” or “other
person’ within the meaning of the Federal
Corrupt Practices Act?

7. 1s the International Ladies Garment
Workers Union an “‘organization” or “group
of persons"” within the meaning of the Hatch
Act and is it a labor organization within the
meaning of the Federal Corrupt Practices
Act?

B. Has the Congress of Industrial Organi-
zations, the Political Action Committee of the
C. 1. O,, the American Communist Political
Association, or either of them, made or given,
directly or indirectly, a contribution, giit,
subscription, loan, advance, deposit of
money, or anything -of value in an aggregate
amount in excess of #5,000 during the calen-
dar year in connection with any campaign
for nomination or election, to or on behalf
of any candidate for an elective Federal of-
fice, or to or on behalf of any committee or
other organization engaged in furthering,
advancing, or advocating the nomination or
election of any candidate for any such office
or the success of any national political party?

9. Will contributions to the American Com-
munist Political Assoclation from either the
Congress of Industrial Organizations or the
C. 1. O. Political Action Committee, and used
by such association in connection with an
election at which Presidential and Vice Presi-
dentlal electors or a Senator or Representa-
tive in Congress are to be voted for, violate
gection 11 of the Federal Corrupt Practices
Act?

10. If you find from your investigation that
the activities of the Congress of Industrial
Organizations and those of the Political Ac-
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tion Committee of the C. I. O. since April
6, 1944, have been as reported, then in view
of such facts please advise if the contribu-
tions from the Congress of Industrial Or-
ganizations to the C. I. O, Political Action
Committee as disclosed in your opinion of
April 6, 1944, and confributions as subse-
quently disclosed have been made in con-
nection with any election in which Presiden-
tial or Vice Presidential electors or a SBenator
or Representative, or a Delegate or Resldent
Commissioner to Congress are to be voted for,

11, In view of the same considerations,
please advise whether or not the Political
Action Committee of the C. I. O. received such
contributions in connection with any elec-
tion in which Presidential and Vice Presi-
dential electors or a Senator or Representative
to Congress are to be voted for.

12, Did the International Ladies Garment
Workers Union viclate the terms of the Hatch
Act and/or the Federal Corrupt Practices Act
in contributing the sum of $243,369 to the
American Labor Party, a national political
party; and did the American Labor Party, a
national politiecal party, violate the provi-
slons of the Federal Corrupt Practices Act
in recelving such contribution?

Respectfully submitted.

E. H. MooORE.

QUALITY OF AMERICAN ORDNANCE

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr, President, I
wish to provide the Senate with infor-
mation relative to the equipment of our
soldiers in foreign lands. I have before
me a letter dated June 6, 1944, from Gen.
L. H. Campbell, Jr,, Chief of Ordnance of
the United States Army, which states,
as follows: :

WaAR DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ORDNANCE,
Washington, D. C., June 6, 1944.
Hon. RoserT R. REYNOLDS,
Chairman, Military Affairs Committee,
United States Senate, e
. Washington, D. C.

My DeAr SBeENaTOR: I know that you will
take great pleasure with me in reading the
enclosed copy of letter from General Devers,
from Italy. I feel also that it will give you,
as chairman of the Benate Military Affairs
Committee, a very happy {feeling in the
knowledge that the weapons as supplied by
our Ordnance Department are meeting with
approbation and approval as that expressed
by General Devers.

With kindest personal regards, I am,

Always sincerely yours,
. L. H. CamPeELL, JT.,
Major General, Chief of Ordnance.

I shall now read the letter which was
sent to General Campbell by General
Devers from Italy. The letter which has
come from the Italian front is dated May
28, 1944, and reads as follows:

ALrIED FORCE HEADQUARTERS,
May 28, 1944,
Maj. Gen. Levin H. CAMFBELL, Jr.,
Chief of Ordnance, War Department,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Lev: The equipment developed and
turned out by the Ordnance Department
under your able leadership is in great part
responsible for the successes we are having.
It is far superior to any German equipment
that I have seen. In fact, most of the Ger-
man equipment would be obsclescent insofar
as we are concerned,
guns which shoot projectiles and that projec-
tiles kill when they hit the right spot. How-
ever, for every one projectile they throw over
we throw back a hundred. Their counter-
attacks are turned back by determined fight-
ing men first, but it is the weapons which
they handle that have been slaughtering the
Germans,

It is true they have |
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For the first time we are using tanks in
great numbers, It is all a lot of bunk that
the terrain is not suitable for tanks. No
terrain is unsuitable for tanks if they can
move across country when the ground is dry.
They are the boys that take the battle across
the mine fields and into the machine-gun
fire, but they must be followed always by
well-trained, aggressive infantry.

I have spent most of my time in Italy for
the past 2 months, I have been on the front
continuously, and I know whereof I speak,
Only a féw days ago an M-5 tank surprised
a German Panther tank and knocked it out
with 14 rounds from its 37-millimeter gun.
This was brought about because of the mobil-
ity with which the turret could be swung
onto the German, and they got their rounds
off before the lumbering Panther could swing
its big gun into action. Of course, an alert
crew and an excellent gunner were handling
the tank, but the point I want to make is
that the best equipment in the world, im-
properly handled, is of no value. We lost
tanks in the first day's attack which cracked
the German Iine outside the bridgehead, but
it permitted the infantry to get on. Our
casualties were few, and well over 80 percent
of the tanks were in action again within the
next 48 hours.

The mortars have done exceptionally fine
work, for we have lugged them up the moun=
tains along with our pack artillery, and they
have meant the difference in killing and
destroying the Germans, for the German was
not able to get his equipment to the right
places at the right time.

All pieces of artillery are loved, not only by
the artilleryman, antiaircraft, and field, but
by the infantryman, who cheers as the rounds
go over his head,

The bombs furnished the Air Force have
been a big part in ripping into the Germans
all along their lines of communication and
destroying their equipment and supplies.

I just want to let you know that all of us
over here appreciate the fine efforts of you
and your efficlent staff to keep us fully sup-
plied at all times, and to let you know that
the equipment furnished the American Army
is second to none.

Lots of luck to you.

Sincerely,
Jacos L. DEveRs,

Lieutenant General, United States Army.

Mr. President, when the letter which
I have just read came to my desk I found
it so thoroughly interesting and inspir-
ing that I called General Campbell over
the telephone and requested permission
of him not only to bring it to the atten-
tion of the Committee on Military Af-
fairs, but also to the attention of Mem-
bers of the Senate. I knew that the
American people would be comforted by
knowing that our boys on the fronts all
over the world are supplied with weap-
ons which will not only destroy the en-
emy, but serve in self-defense.

General Campbell has done a magnifi-
cent job ever since the inception of the
war effort, and I am sure that he will
receive the appreciation, commendation,
and congratulation of all, particularly of
American mothers and fathers.

FUTURE USE OF MISSOURI RIVER WATERS

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I wish to de-
tain the Senate for but a few minutes.

It is now apparent that there will be
no action by the Senate on the rivers and
harbors bill, which carries, among other
things, the destiny of the use of Missouri
River waters by the States through which
that great stream flows.

The delay in bringing to a head this
issue of the rights of the States should af-
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ford an opportunity to Senators to more
fully acquaint themselves with the in-
terests which are ours in the upstream
States, I take this means of urging upon
my colleagues some of the reasoning
which I hope may prevail in the end, and
give to our States a prior right to waters
which will let us in those States face a
future bright with prospect, so that we
can make prosperous homes for thou-
sands and thousands more of people in
the difficult years that lie ahead. I am
certain that far greater benefit to the
country as a whole is to be found in mak-
ing reclamation possible than by enlarg-
ing upon river navigation at the possible
expense of irrigation prospects.

Mr. President, in the interest of con-
serving the time of the Senate, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp at this point, as part of my re-
marks, a statement which I have pre-
pared on the subject of the Missouri
River, and also an editorial appearing in
the Minot Daily News, of North Dakota,
entitled ‘“Star Takes Selfish Sectional
View.”

There being no objection, the state-
ment and the editorial were ordered to be
printed in the REcorb, as follows:

Nor ProrosiNGg IDLE LAND FOR IRRIGATION

The future welfare and prosperity of North
Dakota is dependent upon the wise utiliza-
tion of its water resources. The Missourl
River may well be considered a main artery
of economic life to the State. If my State
is to become merely the territory which pro-
vides the channel through which this river
passes to serve primarily uses in another
State or States, then, indeed, its citizens have
been deprived of one of their basic resources
which is necessary for the stabllization and
advancement of agriculture. I submit that
no Senator can justly advocate any program
of river improvement which would retard or
defeat the development of a dominant nat-
ural resource which serves the agricultural
needs of a State. Especially is this true
where that resource is a part of a State’s ter-
ritorial inheritance and is an inherent com-
plement to its land development. And this
becomes mrore apparent when it is considered
that agriculture in that State constitutes its
prineipal economy.

The value and necessity of the use of water
in North Dakota for irrigation purposes is
demonstrated by an account of the ravages
which accompanied drought and reeurrent
insufficient rainfall. The need for irrigation
is not expressed in increased agricultural
acreages. It Is required to stabllize existing
farm and livestock operations. It is needed
to place the farmer now on the ground with a
substantial investment upon a firm economic
basis; and 1t is necessary to prevent the
serious losses which have besieged his posi-
tion in an area where nature cannot be relied
upon to provide plentiful rainfall every year.

DROUGHT DESTROYS BEEDED ACRES

All of the land in North Dakota, being ap-
proximately 1,266,440 acres which may be
benefited by irrigation, is already farmed.
But what are the conditions under which
these farming operations are conducted?
During the 10-year period, 1932-41, inclusive,
the six countles in the northwestern part of
my State, which will be benefited by such ir-
rigation, suffered serious depletion of crop
ylelds, and were subject to extensive crop
abandonment and population losses. Dur-
ing this 10-year period these six counties
abandoned without harvest, because of crop
failures due to drought, an annual average of
314 percent of the seeded acres of all crops.
Expressed more simply, out of every 160 acres
seeded the reaper found nothing to garner
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on 50 acres. During this same 10-year period,
the townships within approximately the
boundaries of these counties lost 20.6 per-
cent of their total population, and 28.7 per-
cent of their rural farm population.

Looking at the long-time record in North
Dakota, there have been only 5 years when
the wheat yleld reached 20 bushels per acre.
In 19 out of 60 years these wheat ylelds were
below 10 bushels, or 600 pounds of grain, per
acre, and in 17 of those 19 years drought
was the chief cause. Oat yleld was below 600
pounds per acre in 12 out of the 60 years,
and barley yields were below 600 pounds per
acre in 8 out of 60 years.

STABILITY OR FEDERAL RELIEF?

To indicate the value and importance of
irrigation In this area it s only necessary to
mention that in 1941, when there was abun-
dant rainfall, the average production of 6
bushels per acre of wheat was increased to
21 bushels, 52-bushel potato land became
92-bushel potato land, and the people there-
by temporarily prospered. But history dem-
onstrates that these drought and insufficient
rainfall years will recur, however much our
regrets need to acknowledge the inevitable.

In this situation the Nation as a whole is
interested. We are all familiar with the
rellef which it was necessary to afford such
areas in these drought years. This rellef
could not be and was not of a permanent
nature. Reason dictates that the national
economy should provide some form of en-
during adjustment and stabilization. This
can be provided through irrigation.

In 1 North Dakota county in the period
July 1, 1938, to June 30, 1939, when wheat
yielded less than 6 bushels to the acre and
other crops were correspondingly low, the
total cost of relief in that county, largely
from Federal funds, was over $1,000,000. A
simple calculation reveals the startling fact
that to meet this relief load alone that
county would have had to sell all its wheat,
all its barley, all its flax, and a third of its
potatoes. How did the more than 30,000
people in that county live in 1938? The an-
swer is obvious. They lived on low farm
income, on financial reserves and credit, and
on relief which could be of no lasting or
permanent benefit.

GREAT LIFT TO STOCK RAISING

In a major way, the agriculture of the area
lying west of the ninety-seventh meridian is
of the livestock type. It should be borne in
mind that the livestock raised in the western
part of the country is integrated with the
feeding operations in the Mississippl Valley
and the packing industry which is found
along the Missouri River as well as in Chi-
cago. The Nation is dependent in a large
measure upon the livestock industry in the
West. For years an attempt has been made
to stabillize this industry. To do this it is
necessary to maintain sufficient irrigated
acreages for winter feeding which In turn is
dependent upon vast acreages of grazing land.
As evidence of this fact, the situation at Bil-
lings, Sidney, and Great Falls, Mont,, all
located in the midst of irrigated land, should
be noted. Undoubtedly this particularly pros-
perous area surrounding the city of Billings,
Mont., has resulted from the irrigation of
400,000 acres of land in that valley. The soil,
topography, and the climate are no different
in this Montana area than in many other sec-
tions of the upper Missourl Basin. Stabilized
agriculture in that area is the result of water
having been applied to irrigable land in proper
amounts to assure production. Northwestern
South Dakota, northeastern Wyoming, south-
eastern Montana, and southwestern North Da-
kota comprise a large area of arid and semi-
arid country where little has been done to-
ward the development of frrigation projects.
These areas are the ones which periodically
have suffered the greatest distress. During
the drought year of 1934 the livestock popula=

tion in that area was reduced by 20 percent.
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In that year, when the Federal Government
inaugurated its drought cattle purchase pro-
gram to relieve stricken farmers and ranch-
ers, 977,000 head of cattle were purchased by
the Federal Government at prices ruinous to
the farmers of North Dakota, a State which,
unfortunately, has only a few thousand acres
of its lands presently farmed under irrigation.
This number represented approximately 40
percent of all the cattle in the State at that
time, On the other hand, in the State of
Montana, which has approximately 3,000,000
acres of land under cultivation, only 135,000
head of cattle were purchased under the Gov-
ernment drought-relief program, and none
were bought in the irrigated areas, or in arezs
immediately adjacent to irrigation projects.
SOURCE OF FEEDER SUPPLIES

The range country of the West markets
hundreds of thousands of head of cattle and
lambs annually, Normally, a high percentage
of this livestock is sent to the Corn Belt to be
finished for the slaughter markets, The feed-
ing areas in the 11 Corn Belt States depend
heavily on this Northwest area for their feeder
cattle. and lamb supplies. They use their
high-priced land for the production of feed,
and their feed lots serve as a reservoir for
cattle and lambs, which supply the processing
plants at seasons of the year when cattle and

* lambs are not available to the processors from

the ranges. Under normal conditions the
production of cattle and lambs on the ranges
and the finishing of a high percentage of
them in the feed lots of the Corn Belt result
in a year-round supply of meat for the con=
suming publle. We find a definite interde-
pendeney therefore existing between mid-
;vvest:rn farms and the Irrigated areas of the
est.

The facts which I have here stated stand
uncontroverted in the hearings before the
Commerce Committee on the Rivers and
Harbors bill,

THE PICK AND RECLAMATION PLANS

At the hearings before the Commerce Com-
mittee the Pick plan of the Army engl-
neers for the develoment of navigation, flood
control and irrigation on the Missouri River
was presented. Likewise, the sponsors of
the O'Mahoney amendment, which I shall
later discuss, injected into the hearings the
Sloan plan of the Bureau of Reclamation.
H. R. 3961 provides for the authorization
of an improved navigation channel from
Sioux City, Iowa, to the mouth of the Mis-
gourl. This navigation improvement is a
part of the Pick plan and is included in
the omnibus flood control bill by reference
to House Document 475, Seventy-eighth Con-
gress, second session, which has passed the
House and is now before the Commerce Com-
mittee. The Bureau of Reclamation report
which is referred to as the Sloan plan is
now before the Senate in the form of Senate
Document 191, Seventy-eighth Congress, sec-
ond session. This report is the result of
five years of investigational work in the field
for the purpose of appraising irrigation po-
tentialities in the upper basin of the Mis-
souri River, and devising a plan for the utili-
zation of upstream water, through storage
reservoirs, diversion canals, and incl-
dental works. It provides for the integra-
tion of facillties for irrigation, flood control,
and navigation improvements lower down on
the river. It does not propose the hrrigation
of all irrigable land in the upper basin but
confines the use of water for such purpose
on a reasonable area of land and thereby re-
serves approximately 17,000 cubic feet per
second of water at Yankton, 8. Dak., at the
head of navigation on the Missouri, for the
maintenance of navigable capacities during
mpproximately 8 months of each year. Five
thousand cubic feet per second of time is
reserved for navigation during the balance
of each year at this point on the river, This
reclamation plan includes provision for power
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development and for the diversion of Mis-
sourl River water into the James and Shey-
enne Rivers in North and South Dakota,
which will furnish muniecipal supplies to
many towns and cities in those basins.
These municipalities have experienced ex-
treme difficulty in obtaining sufficient water
for their needs during the past decade.
More than 19 cities and towns would thus
obtain adequate and safe water supplies,

PLAN PROPOSES DIVERSION

In North Dakota it is proposed to irrigate
1,266,440 acres, being lands in the north-
western part of the State, presently farmed
in an insecure manner because of the lack
of rainfall I have mentioned. In addition,
water from the Missouri River would be used
to restore the once famous Devils Lake to
its former prominence and value., This lake
once had an area of 60,000 acres and within
the last 60 years has shrunk to an area of
1,000 acres. The effect of this restoration
will be to restore ground water levels which
have also lowered to an alarming extent.
The water for irrigation and domestic uses
in North Dakota, under the Bureau. plan,
would be made available by what is known
as the Missouri-Souris project which diverts
water at a point on the Missourl River ap-
proximately 10 miles below Fort Peck and
conveys it to the Sourls River basin where the
greatest portion of the proposed irrigated
land is located. After the water serves this
area that portion remaining after beneficial
consumptive use, is recaptured and conveyed
to the Devils Lake area from which it has an
outlet into the Sheyenne and James Rivers,

MISSOURI IS STATE'S WATER RESOURCE

Although North Dakota for the stabiliza-
tion of its agriculture is so desperately in
need of irrigation supplies of water, its major
water resource is found in the Missouri River.
The natural surface water supplies in the
Bouris Basin, where great areas of wonder=
fully fertile and level land have passed into
private ownership for farming purposes, are
extremely deficient. Water for that area, as
I have pointed out, s not provided by rain-
fall nor by surface stream flows in sufficient
quantities to maintain year in and year out
dependable agricultural production. The
topography of the Mountain and Plains
States of the West is such that, in order to
utilize available water supplies of the rivers
and streams, it is common practice to con-
vey water from one basin to another. This
is necessary if the water is to be utilized to
bring land and water resources together in
an arid or semlarid region. In Colorado
there are a number of irrigation projects
which export water from the Colorado River
Basin to the Arkansas and Platte River Ba-
sins, The Platte is a tributary of the Mis-
sourl River. One project now under con-
struction in that State will convey 310,000
acre-feet annually from the Colorado to the
Platte. The great Metropolitan project in
California conveys large quantities of water
from the Colorado River Basin to the Los
Angeles coastal area. A project is now under
study to take approximately 1,000,000 acre-
feet annually from the Colorado River to the
Great Basin in Utah. These are only a few
of the examples of this practice. The legal-
ity of such conveyance of water from one
basin to another has been upheld by the de-
cisions of the supreme courts of a number
of States, and by the Supreme Court of the
United Btates.

CONGRESS MUST FIX THE PATTEEN

The brief review which I have made of the
needs in one State, North Dakota, of the Mis-
souri Basin for the use of water to stabllize
existing agriculture and the plans which have
been made to accomplish this objective indi-
cate the far-reaching effect of any scheme of
comprehensive development of a large river
basin. It has been said that in the arid
West land problems merge into water prob-
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lems, and land and water problems merge into
human problems. This is only another way
of saylng that in the arid and semiarid
regions of the West, agriculture, which is basic
to the growth of the region, is dependent
upon the wise utilization of the limited water
supplies. The bringing of land and water
together, therefore, is a part of the making of
the economic pattern. The making of this
pattern involves consideration of the use of
water for various purposes. It follows that
when Congress has under consideration the
authorization of major projects, which fit
into a scheme of ultimate development, more
is involved than mere project authorization.
Congress in that case is engaged in dealing
with the utilization of a vital natural re-
source which in a large measure will deter-
mine the economic future for large areas of
the Nation. In casting this pattern Con-
gress would not be meeting its responsibility
if it limited its considerations to a single
project, the desirability of it for a limited
area, or its adaptability to meet a single water
use. In any plan of ultimate river develop-
ment, any specific improvement must be con=
sidered in relation to other desirable im-
provements, and the use of water provided by
one must be weighed and considered in rela-
tion to the use of a limited water supply to
meet other purposes. The finality of such
action by Congress and Its serious impaort is
realized when we remember that the Supreme
Court of the United States has sald that—

“It is for Congress alone to decide whether
a particular project, by itself or as part of a
comprehensive scheme, will have such a bene-
ficial effect on the arteries of interstate com-
merce as to warrant its authorization and
construction.”

Such power, the Supreme Court states, is so
unfettered that the judgment of Congress is
conclusive.

It should be noted that fhe Supreme Court
was here referring to navigation and flood-
control projects authorized by Congress pur=
suant to its power to regulate commerce
among the States. It is by virtue of this
power, expressed in the commerce clause of
the Federal Constitution, that projects for
navigation may be authorized. The courts
have held that the power to regulate com-
merce includes power over navigation. Power
over navigation in turn encompasses the
power in the Congress to provide improve-
ments in the interest of navigation.

CONTROVERSY BETWEEN IRRIGATION AND
NAVIGATION

For Congress to authorize navigation proj-
ects, involving expenditure of many mil-
lions of dollars, it is necessary that there be
& finding that the water supplies are avail-
able to maintain navigation capacities. It
would be folly to act otherwise. Therefore,
when Congress authorizes such a navigation
improvement it thereby extends the Federal
jurisdiction over waters of a particular water-
way for the purpose of serving the ends of
commerce, This in effect dedicates given
water supplies of a river basin to navigation
purposes and strikes down the use of such
water under State laws for beneficial con-
sumptive uses. Beneficial censumptive use
purposes are understood to mean uses of
water for domestie, irrigation, and industrial
requirements. In the absence of any act of
Congress to the contrary, navigation uses of
water, to the extent needed to maintain
navigable capacities for a project authorized
by Congress, is given a preferential position.

It was freely admitted at the hearings be-
fore the Commerce Committee, by many ap-
pearing in behalf of navigation—even by
the Chief of the Corps of Army Engineers—
that the use of water in arid and semiarid
sections of the country for domestic, irriga-
tion, and industrial purposes should be given
a preference over the use of water for naviga-
tion. Of course, this position was taken and
strongly urged by those who appeared at the

hearings in behalf of the lrrigation interests
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of the West. I have always held, and now
strongly urge, that position. To take any
other position would mean to disregard the
highest use of water in the national interest
as well as for the welfare of areas largely
dependent upon water to stabilize existing
economy. :

It follows that if Congress is to avoid the
preferential use of limited water supplies in
the interest of navigation, and if protection
is to be accorded the use of water for irriga-
tion and other beneficlal consumptive use
purposes in the arid and semiarid sections of
the country, there must be imposed some
restriction or limitation in the authorization
of navigation projects which constitute s
part of a scheme of comprehensive develop-
ment of a river basin, Since Congress has
the power to authorilze projects in aid of
navigation under the commerce clause of the
Constitution, it has power to determine in
what manner this power will be exercised.
The commerce clause gives Congress the
right to regulate commerce among the sev-
eral States, The right to regulate includes
the power to prescribe conditions and re-
strictions, This is not in any sense the
giving up of any Federal jurisdiction; but
a determination of the extent to which its
power is to be exercised within the field of
Federal jurisdiction under the commerce
clause. Surely, Congress may prescribe that
its power shall not be exercised to the detri-
ment of rights to the use of water for bene-
ficial consumptive purposes, under what-
ever law those rights might be asserted.

THE O'MAHONEY AMENDMENT

For the reasons which I have set forth I
cannot too strongly assert that the provisions
of the amendment offered by Senator
O'MaHoONEY, myself, and others, to this rivers
and harbors bill which gives primacy to the
use of waters arising west of the 98Tth
meridian for domestie, irrigation, mining or
industrial purposes is sound in principle, is
necessary in this bilk, and its passage repre-
sents a proper exercise of a constitutional
power of Congress, |

Much was said in the hearings before the
Commerce Committee as to whether the au-
thorization of the navigation improvements
sought in this bill will create a conflict be-
tween the-uses of water for navigation and
irrigation, It is clear that there is a differ-
ence of opinion among engineers who ap=
peared before the Committee as to such con-
flict, This alone is sufficlent to indicate that
caution and reason should move Congress to
provide against a future conflict of this na=-
ture. This is especlally true when the one
navigation project appearing in this bill is a
part of a comprehensive scheme of develop-
ment. The entire framework of such a com-
prehensive plan is sought to be authorized in»
the flood control bill which is now before
the Senate., In addition the Bureau of
Reclamation which is charged with the
planning, construction, and operation of
projects in the interest of irrigation has filed
a report with Congress, which provides a
plan different In many respects from that
submitted by the Army engineers, The con-
clusions of engineers, no matter how capable
they may be, are not infallible. It seems only
wise that in the interest of caution and con-
slderation of the future welfare of all sec-
tions of a river basin that Congress establish
certain principles which must be recognized
by agencies of the Government in making
plans for ultimate river development. This is
even more important when we consider that
the use of water arising west of the 97th
meridian for navigation purposes precipitates
conflicts between Federal and State jurisdic-
tions. These conflicts should be avoided if
possible, It is within the power of Congress
to prevent such conflicts.

It is unfortunate, indeed, that agencies of
the Federal Government have not in this
instance come before the Congress with in-



1944

tegrated plans for the development of a
major river basin. The fact that the Army
engineers In this case have not done so 1is
ample reason for the directive contained in
this amendment to coordinate their plans
with those of the Department of the Interior
and to consult with, and obtain the views
of, interested States. If that had been done
before the Congress was asked to act this
controversy on the Missouri River over &
plan of development may well have been
avolded. Furthermore, the fact that this
was not done made it necessary for irriga-
tion interests to appear before the Commerce
Committee and urge the favorable consid-
eration of the so-called O'Mahoney amend-
ment to the rivers and harbors bill,

INEQUITY OF DISTRIBUTION

There is another consideration which must
not be disregarded. The authorization of
projects which may demand water for navi-
gation for the benefit of a lower group of
Btates from other States located in an arid
or semiarid region may well have the effect
of bringing about an inequitable apportion-
ment of water among States. After all the
waters of a State represent a natural herit-
age. They are a part of the natural re-
sources of a State. An interstate river is the
common treasure of all the States through
which it flows, but to enjoy this treasure it
must serve its highest purpose and benefit
the area through which it passes, To de-
prive any State of the flow of its rivers
required to maintain and advance its agri-
cultural economy, in order to maintain navi-
gable capacities in other States, creates in-
equities which the Congress should not
permit.

CREATING NEW WEALTH

I do not propose to indulge in a discussion
of various economic comparisons of the use
of water for mavigation and for irrigation.
However, we cannot lose sight of the fact
that in an arid region successful agricultural
development is wholly dependent upon irri-
gation. On the other hand transportation is
afforded by means other than navigation.
Furthermore, the requirements for water to
maintain navigation can be greatly reduced
through altered and extended improvements.,
And we musbt note also the fact that the
irrigation of land createsnew wealth, where-
as the benefits to navigation can be re-
flected In the Missouri Basin only by the
reduction in freight rates, May I also in-
dulge the suggestion that the ecitles and
towns on the Missouri seeking navigation
improvements may well realize more sub-
stantial benefits in the future if they en-
courage and support the stabilization and
advancement of agricultural production
within their trade territories.

CONGRESS ALONE MUST SEITLE QUESTION

It came as a surprise to me, as it must have
been to others, that the Army engineers sug-
gested at the hearings on this bill that they
should be left free to adjust conflicts between
the uses of water for navigation and irriga-
tion. They seem to admit, as I have stated,
that where there was a conflict Irrigation
should be accorded a priority. And yet they
were unwilling that protection to beneficlal
consumptive uses of water should be written
into the law. They asserted that they had
never made demands against domestic or
irrigation uses to maintain navigable capa-
cities. They apparently wished to leave the
impression that they would not ever do so
or would be called upon to do so. It should
be remembered that the fact, if it is a fact,
that they have never called upon irrigation
to release water for navigation does not offer
any security to the irrigation farmer in the
future. We are only now planning for the
ultimate development in major river basins.
It is these plans for comprehensive devel-
opments which sow the seed for serious con-
fiict between the two uses of water. I strongly
submit that it is not for the Corps of Army
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Engineers or any other Federal agency to
exercise supreme control over such confliét,
This is & function of the Congress. It should
be a matter of law based upon formulas and
principles prescribed by Congress. The action
agencies such as the Corps of Army Engineers
should be directed to formulate their pro-
grams of river development in accordance
with such a law. The Irrigation farmer, if
he is to successfully pursue his agricultural
enterprise, must have a status which the law
protects and not be subject, in such matters,
to the rules and varying policies of a Federal
agency. This In essence would amount to
encouraging the expansion of bureaucracy
and its power over the States In the most
extreme measure,

I do hope our just cause, as it 1s repre-
sented by the amendment which Senator
O'Manoney and others of us have offered
may have the ecmplete understanding of my
colleagues, and that they will help us save
our advantages for our States in the upper
Missour! Valley.

[From the Minot (N. Dak.) Daily News of
June 6, 1944]

Star TAKES BrLrisH SecTioNal ViEw

The Eansas City Star is throwing dust
against the wind when, in opposing use of
Missouri waters for extensive irrigation in
the upper basin, it deplores the use of Federal
funds for projects which it says would en-
able upstream farmers to “get free water from
reservoirs built by the people’s money for
other purposes.” -

You see, the Star is a bit brazen In speaking
for the navigation Interests downstream. It
implies that it is entirely righteous and holy
for the Federal Government to provide “free
water” for a subsidized system of river trans-
portation, yet wholly inexcusable to help
farmers in the Plains States use waten origin-
ating in these States for irrigation of their
fertile but thirsty land.

Is there a greater need, a more justifiable
need for the nine-foot channel than for
water to stabilize the agriculture of States
upriver? That is the real question, and the
Star does not discuss it.

In ralsing & question as to whether there
is any justification for more irrigation in
America, the main argument of the Star
turns out to be an appeal to sectional, selfish
interests, It is an attempt to frighten.the
agriculturists of the older farm belt States
into imagining that they would suffer dire
consequences if 4,000,000 more irrigated acres
were added to the Nation's wealth-producing
capacity.

Defeatism of a kind which would shrivel
the United States into a fenced-off island of
regressive corn-eaters is present, or implied,
in the Star's position. It is a confession of
disbelief that America still has the possibil-
ities of growth. It is, in the last analysis, an
espousal of the philosophy which justified
the killing and burial of a certain pereentage
of our pig crop. It is an appeal, moreover,
to the short-sighted fear that if the have-not
people are given a chance, the people-who-
have must necessarily suffer. The Btar says,
in effect, that “us” who have rain to grow
crops must not let anybody else have the
blessings of dependable water supply.

‘WIDE OPEN FIELD

America has a future, if we have the cour-
age to shape it. There are new Irontiers,
One of them is in the fleld of technology as
applied both to processing industries and to
agriculture. A phase of this frontier is water
use and reclamation. It offers us the means
of creating more wealth than we have had to
provide a gicher living than we have had for
more people than we have ever had before.
But we shall not be able to open this frontier,
and other new frontiers, as long as we are
afraid to let-America expand its wealth-pro-
ducing capacities.
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The new frontier in reclamation, if we have
the courage to see it through, is one of the
open roads by which the wealth of the whole
Nation may be enhanced, without detracting
from anyone.

The Btar unveils the old picture of agri-
cultural surpluses, while at the same time
suggesting that “the total crop production
of the new lrrigated land might amount to
only 1 or 2 percent of the national produc-
‘tlon.” It might have admitted that the pro-

irrigation of some 4,000,000 acres for the
stabilizing of an already existing and vitally
necessary agriculture in the States of the
upper basin does not threaten the Nation
with any new bogey.

After all, the farmers of Missouri know that
there is a good deal of “bogey" in what we
call agricultural surpluses. They know that
whether surpluses are real and demoralizing,
or artificial and remediable, depends upon a
complex of factors in which various national
policles play an important role. Whether one
is for high tariffs or low, he can see the point
fairly taken that to a great extent our agri-
cultural surpluses of -the pre-war days in
America were “imported surpluses” and,
therefore, to a certain degree, artificial rather
than real. Neither the Eansas City Star, nor
anyone else, knows with any certainty what
agricultural surpluses there will be, great or
small, in the post-war era. But we all know
that there are trends which are heartening.
The American people, even in wartime, are
being educated in the direction of better nu-
trition and of greater consumption of the
health-building foods produced on the farm.

We are finding ways and means to over-
come what is called underconsumption. At
the same time we see grounds for hope that
an era of freer international trade will follow
the war and that this freer exchange of
goods may not be wholly adverse to agricul-
ture. Besides, we know that new outlets
for the staple products of the farm are being
found in industry, in the flelds of plastics
and synthetics, We know that new crops,
not previously grown, are finding new mar-
kets. . Even if these things do not fully solve
the problem immediately, we know that the
American people, whether they live in Mis-
souri or in North Dakota, have yet a store of
falth in the country. And, whether we like
some of the methods that have been used, or
not, we know that the Government of the
present age, in America, has developed cer-
tain ways and means of alleviating some
forms of economic maladjustment, and that
agriculture was one of the earliest benefi-
ciaries of this new activity of government.
The Nation is committed to the idea that it
is justifiable to use the powers of government
for this purpose when it is to the best inter-
ests of the country to adjust the balances.

NATIONAL WELFARE AN ISSUE

The Star is right in implying that the
merits of the proposal to improve agricul-
tural stability in the upper basin of the great
Missouri must stand or fall on the question
of whether it promotes the national welfare.
It is short-sighted, and wrong, in leaping
hastily to the conclusion that the Nation's
best interests would not be served thereby.
We believe that we can suggest several lines
of approach to this issue, any one of which,
if followed through, will convince the doubt-
ers that the plan to expand irrigation in
the Missouri Basin is amply justified,

In the first place the States of the upper

basin are not parasites upon the Nation.

Their agriculture, although handicapped and
cheated of dependable reward for its labors,
is an essential source of the Nation's food
supply. Even in the drought period of 1830-
39, the upper Plains States—the Dakotas,
Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, Kansas, and
Nebraska—produced 41.56 percent of the Na-
tion's wheat, 43.4 percent of the Nation's bar-
ley. In 1941 they produced 51.7 per¢ent of
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the Nation's v'heat, 504 percent of the Na-
tion’s barley, 61.9 percent of the Nation’s rye,
and 32.7 percent of the Nation's wool. This
production record is the more remarkable
when, as Dean H. L. Walster, of the North
Dakota Agricultural College, points out, “This
tremendous job of filling the breadbaskets
and granaries of the Nation was performed by
7.4 percent of the farm people of the Na-
tion.” Yet the lack of dependable moisture,
year in and year out, is causing the States
from which the Nation derives the great por-
tion of its finest Hard Spring wheat to lose
heavily in produective manpower. Its past
record in production of crops vital to the
country justifies the view that the Nation as
a whole has a stake in the maintenance of
this productive capacity.

Interestingly, the proposed irrigation proj-
ects in the upper basin are from the stand-
point of the geography of the country “a
natural” for giving this important region a
backbone of agricultural stability. The upper
Missouri runs right through the middle of
those SBtates which have suffered worst from
lack of dependable moisture. The irrigated
sections are widely distributed. It would be
difficult to conceive of a situation in which
the benefits of irrigation from a great river
would be more widely distributed to aid a
larger proportion of the people of a distressed
region. But as the Eansas City Star well
knows, the Missouri and its major tributaries
flow through many States, and the problem
of harnessing these now-wasted waters is too
great for the States severally to work out. To
achieve the possible benefits of this great
natural opportunity for conservation is a
task for the National Government.

AN INSURANCE POLICY -

It would be possible, we believe, to justify
the upper Missouri irrigation projects solely
as an insurance policy against the recur-
rence of conditions which, during the 1930’s,
made it necessary for the Federal Govern-
ment to spend many millions of dollars for
the rellef of families made destitute by
drought. In one of these countles alone, a
county which would be directly served by
irrigation, the cost of public relief in 1 year
(1938-39) exceeded #£1,000,000.

‘We have rightly come to a stage of develop-
ment in America where we regard it more
and more the main job of democracy to
achieve a rich and satisfying environment
for the human resources of the Nation,
Farming, whether it is in Missouri or Ohio,
or Georgia, has ever been the foundation of
American life. We reject wholly the idea,
suggested in the Star’s argument, that a
great America can ever have too many
farmers. Farming is a way of life that is
congenial to the demoecratic system. When
it can be made sufficiently stable to provide
a sure foundation for home and family life,
it is a way of living to be encouraged as
socially gainful, even Iif the economic bal-
ances have to be adjusted to insure the pro-
duce his due share of the wealth created by
his effort. While there are many details yet
to be worked out with respect to the plan-
ning of these irrigation projects, the farm-
ers of Missouri may rest assured that when
the projects are completed, the operators
will be working on units of a size and char-
acter which will provide the basis of a good
subsistence according to American stand-
ards of independent living. There will be
room, then, in the Plains States for a con-
siderable number of new families of people
who want to live by farming but who, today,
cannot find land where they can make &
living.

The scope of the proposed developments
in the Missourl basin, including the multiple
aims of flood control, water storage, navi-
gation, and frrigation, is wide enough to
suggest that, with irrigation not ruled out,
they will provide an undertaking which, in
its construction and recoustructive phases,
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will help the Nation to keep its employment
level high in the years after the soldiers
come back home,

MORE THAN IRRIGATION

Finally, it must not be forgotten that the
plans of the reclamation interests in the
upper basin include a good deal more than
the irrigation of 4,000,000 acres of land now
devoted to dry-land farms. They provide
the means for renewing and enlarging the
municipal and industrial water supply of
cities and villages and farming areas in a
much larger territory than is represented by
the number of acres to be irrigated. In that
respect, the proposed developments repre-
sent a part of a nation’'s efforts to conserve
it7 ground waters and to make better use of
water supplies which are being wasted. More
and more, the Nation is recognizing that in
all parts of the country its ground waters
are being wastefully tapped and mlsused.
This cannot but become a Federal problem
in some of its phases. It will be wasted
water, fror. which the lower basin States
do not now derive benefit but rather losses
through floods, which will give the upper
basin new life-restoring water lines, if the
reclamation projects are carried to comple-
tion.

Is there a need for the reclamation program
outlined for the upper basin States, includ-
ing the 4,000,000 acres of irrigated land? Yes,
for the reason that the future of the Nation
demands that its resources be conserved,
wherever they are, and turned to constructive
uses which will serve the greatest good for
the greatest number. Yes, because the na-
tural features of the upper basin make it
possible to turn the waste flow of the Mis-
souri into ditches which will carry sure mois-
ture and fresh-water supply to the farms and
homes of the largest number of families ever
reached by a water-diversion program. It
will give the stability that irrigation alone
can give to an essential agriculture which has
had no greater prcblem than lack of water,
and which has been periodically driven to
destitution despite the most vallant per-
sistence. By sending out fingers of water
over a stretch of valley land from Fort Peck
to Sioux City, it actually will put a substitute
for raindrops on 11 percent of the tillable
basin land in that area. We cannot believe
that the farmers of the lower basin would
deny their neighbors to the north the bene-
fits of this substitute for rain, so vital to so
great a region, when the denial would not
deprive them of any usable water which they
are now getting.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion, and they were signed by the Acting
President pro tempore:

8.754. An act for the relief of Iver M.
Gesteland;

S.891. An act for the relief of Rebecca Col-
lins and W. W. Collins;

S.1081. An act to add certain lands to the
Upper Mississippi River Wild Life and Fish
Refuge; ~

5.1093. An act for the relief of Fermin
Salas;

S.1102. An act for the rellef of Helene
Murphy, :

S.1112. An act for the relief of Taylor W.
Tonge; E

8. 1247. An act for the relief of the Bishop-
ville Milling Co.;

5.1281. An act for the rellef of Rebecca A.
Knight and Martha A. Christian;

8. 1305. An act for the relief of Anne Re-
becca Lewis and Mary Lewls; 7’
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S.1335. An act to amend the fourth and
fifth provisos of section 2 of the act entitled
“An act to promote the mining of coal, phos-
phate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the
public domain,” approved February 25, 1820
(41 Stat. 437, 438; 80 U. 8. C., secs. 201, 202);

5.13565. An act for the relief of Robert C.
Harris;

S. 1416. An act for the relief of Mrs. Judith
H. Sedler, Administratrix of the estate of
Anthony F. Sedler, deceased;

8. 1553. An act for the relief of J. M. Miller,
James W. Willlams, and Gilbert Therlot;

5. 1660. An act granting the consent of Con-
gress to the Minnesota Department of High-
ways and the county of Crow Wing in Min-
nesota to construct, maintain, and operate a
free highway bridge across the Mississippl
River at Mill Street, in Brainerd, Minn.

5. 1682, An act to provide for the payment
of compensation to certain claimants for the
taking by the United States of private fishery
rights in Pearl Harbor, Island of Oahu, Ter-
ritory of Hawalii; .

S.1837. An act for the relief of Lt. (Jr, Gr.)
Hugh A. Shiels, United States Naval Reserve;

8.1944, An act to amend the act entitled
“An act to provide books for the adult blind"”;

H. R.3236. An act to provide aid to depend-
ent children in the District of Columbia; and

H.J. Res, 242. Joint resolution to amend an
act entitled "An act to protect the lives and
health and morals of women and minor work-
ers in the District of Columbia, and to estab-
lish a minimum wage board, and define its
powers and dutles, and to provide for the fix-
ing of minimum wages for such workers, and
for other purposes's, approved September 19,
1918, as amended.

EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL AND
STABILIZATION ACTS

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill (S.1764) to amend the Emergency
Price Control Act of 1942 (Public Law
421, 77th Cong.) as amended by the act
of Cctober 2, 1942 (Public Law 729, 77th
Cong.).

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a proposed amendment to the
pending measure, which would, on page

~13, line 24, change the word “paragraph’

‘to “paragraphs” and insert the follow-
ing:

No action shall be taken under authority
of this act with respect to an increase in any
wages or salaries in any case in which such
increase has been agreed upon by the em-
ployer and employee and will not result
in the payment of wages or salaries at a rate
greater than $37.50 per week. For the p
of the preceding sentence, if the employee
ordinarily works overtime and extra compen-
sation is pald therefor, such extra compen-
satlon shall be included in determining the
rate of wages or salaries paid. ~

Mr. President, I desire briefly to state
the purpose of this amendment and at
the appropriate time to call it up. It
will be noted that the total amount of
wages that could be paid, including reg-
ular wages and overtimé, would be $1,950
a year; that would be the top wage.
There are literally thousands of cases
affecting people who are not engaged in
war work where both the employer and
employee have reached an agreement on
wages, At the present time they have to
file an application with the regional office
of the War Labor Board in Chicago.
Cases have piled up and no decision
reached, and consequently, a good many
people engaged in private business, not
war work, are losing their help because
they cannot pay the wages they want to
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pay to the employees. This is particu-
larly true in the case of lumber yards
and elevators; indeed, of practically
every line of business.

Bo my contention is that in order to
afford relief and also to take care of the
20,000,000 in the white-collar class, such
as school teachers and clerks, who are
not now deriving benefits from war ex-

penditures but are living under reduced’

standards of living, such an amendment
as I propose should be adopted. It
would give employers an opportunity to
pay such persons more wages because of
the increased cost of living, without go-
ing before the War Labor Board. The
only relief which under the present law
can be granted without W. P. B. ap-
proval is in cases where the employee
receives less than 40 cents an hour his
compensation can be increased to 40
cents an hour. Under my amendment
the employer and employee could agree
and a raise in salary or wages could be
effected without W. P. B. approval up to
$1,950 a year.

This thing is & matter of such serious
consequence that I felt I would not be
trespassing upon the business of the
Senate if I made a few prefatory re-
marks at this time.

There are instances of school teachers,
of city employees, of store clerks, of fac-
tory workers—the white collar class—
whose numbers run up to 20,000,000, who
have literally had their earnings sabo-
taged in the war effort because their
compensation could not be increased
and living costs have gone up.

The argument may be made of course,
that if their compensation is increased,
it will tend fo contribute toward infla-
tion. To that, Mr, President, I say “No.”
Anyone who lives on a substandard basis
in wartime, when the national income
has run up to $135,000,000,000, is en-
titled to have at least a little increase
in his earnings, and such an increase will
not contribute toward the inflationary
trend. ;

Let us do justice to the white-collar
class of America, My amendment will
do that.

I ask that the amendment be printed
and lie on the table.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without 'objection, the amend-
ment will be received, printed, and lie
on the table.

Mr. BARKLEY, I suggest the absence
of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Tun-
NELL in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Clark, Mo. Hill
Austin Connally Holman
Ball Cordon Jackson
Bankhead Danaher Johnson, Colo.
Barkley Davis Kilgore
Bilbo Downey La Follette
Brewster Eastland Lucas
Bridges Ellender McClellan
Burton Ferguson McFarland
Bushfield George McKellar
Butler Gerry Maloney
Byrd Gillette Maybank
Capper Guffey Mead
Caraway Gurney Millikin
Chandler Hatch Moore
Chavez Hawkes Murdock
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Murray Btewart Wallgren
Nye Taft ‘Walsh, Mass,
O'Daniel ‘Thomas, Idaho Walsh, N. J.
Overton Thomas, Okla. Weeks
Radcliffe Thomas, Utah Wheeler
Reed Tobey Wherry
Reynolds Truman White
Robertson Tunnell Wiley
Russell Vandenberg Willls
Shipstead Wagner Wilson

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Washington [Mr. Bone], the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grassl, and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O’Mm-
oney] are absent from the Senate be-
cause of illness.

The Senators from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CarraN and Mr. ScrugHAM] are absent
on official business.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN-
prRews], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Crarkl, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. GreeN], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HavpEN], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Smita], and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typings] are de-
tained on public business.

The Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. BamLey] and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PeppEr] are necessarily
absent.

Mr. WHERRY. The following Sen-
ators are necessarily absent:

The Senator from Ill'nois [Mr.
Brooks], the Senator from Delaware
[Mr, Buckl, the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Lancer], and the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. REVERCOME].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-
eight Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment, beginning on
pagé 11, line 20, relating to cotton tex-
tiles.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, is
the amendment referred to by the Chair
the amendment which has been here-
tofore under consideration?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes;
section 201.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WHITE, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll,

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Gerry Radcliffe
Austin Gillette Reed
Ball . Guffey Robertson
Bankhead Gurney +  Russell
Barkley ‘Hatch ’ Bhipstead
Bilbo Hawkes Stewart
Brewster Hill Taft
Bridges Holman Thomas, Idaho
Burton Jackson Thomas, Okla,
Bushfield Johnson, Colo. Thomas, Utah
Butler Kilgore Tobey

La Follette Truman
Capper Lucas Tunnell
Caraway McClellan Vandenberg
Chandler McFarland ‘Wagner
Chavez McEellar Wallgren
Clark, Mo. Maloney Walsh, Mass,
Connally Maybank Walsh, N. J.
Cordon Mead Weeks
Danaher Millikin Wheeler
Davis Moore Wherry
Downey Murdock White
Eastland Murray Wiley
Ellender Nye Wiilis

O’'Daniel Wilson
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-
seven Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I de-
sire to make a few remarks in opposition
to the pending amendment. I dislike to
disagree with my leader, the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] on legis-
lation that affects our farming popu-
lation. Ever since I have been in the
Senate, I have followed his leadership,
and it has been only on a few occasions
that we have differed.

I am of the firm belief that it would be
a mistake for the Senate to adopt the
so-called Bankhead amendment. It will
not aid the cotton farmer but will tend
to break down our stabilization program,
and some of the real suﬂerers will be the
tillers of the soil.

We have made splendid progress up
to now in stabilizing our economy. We
had rough roads to travel on scon after
the Price Control Act was adopted by the
Congress. It was a new venture for the
American people. We had to chart our
own course. Many of our citizens did not
cherish the idea of having so-called bu-
reaucrats write rules and regulations
saying how they should or should not op-
erate their businesses. But as a war
measure price control and rationing of
commodities were necessary, and I am
certain that the program has resulted in
making it possible for us to more quickly
prepare ourselves to fight the Huns and
the Japs.

Mr. President, the figures show that the
cost of industrial material rose 165 per-
cent during World War No. 1 in contrast
to a rise of only 22 percent during World
War No. 2. The cost of steel plate rose
700 percent during the last war in con-
trast to zero during this war. The pro-
gram has meant a saving to our Nation
and our people as has been estimated
and stated on many occasions of almost
$100,000,000,000. The effect on pro-
duction has been very striking. Produc-
tion in our industries rose during this
war 130 percent in contrast to only 25
percent during World War No. 1. Agri-
cultural production rose but 5 percent
during World War No. 1 in contrast to
21 percent during this war.

Mr. President, I maintain that this
marvelous showing is attributable to our
stabilization program. Industry knew
where it was headed and could make plans
far ahead. The figures show that Amer-
jcan industry made big profits notwith-
standing price control and rationing reg-
ulations. Profits rose 156 percent above
those that were made during the 4 years
preceding the war. All shared in the
profits and no substantial group made
less than those that prevailed before the
war. Farm income under this stabili-
zation program also rose, as has been
shown on many occasions, Here are
the figures: In 1940 the net returns for
farmers was $4,500,000,000; in 1942,
$10,000,000,000; in 1943, $13,000,000,000;
and probably as much as $15,000,000,000
in 1944. Mr. President, we cannot afford
to destroy those gains. We must and
should renew the Price Control Act with-
out crippling it.
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We cannot afford now to select any
particular group and allow it to have
advantages which other groups do not
enjoy. As I interpret the pending
amendment there is absolutely no doubt
in my mind that that is what would oc-
cur. The cotton textile business will be in
a class by itself. There is no question

but that other manufacturers would like

to have the formula which is written in
the Bankhead amendment applied to the
operation of their businesses. Why do
I say that? The amendment is plain
in stating that for textile manufacturers
three rigid factors are incorporated in
the bill so as to determine cost and
profits. The first is the cotton factor,
the price of the raw cotton. Under that
heading, in fixing the price of the mate-
rial or the yarn, the parity price of raw
cotton must be taken into consideration.
Mr. President, that is now the law. The
Bankhead amendment does not provide
that parity shall be paid to the farmer
but only that the parity price of raw
cotton shall be considered in fixing ceil-
ing prices of the cotton yarn. The com-
putation must be made every other 60
days.

Mr. MURDOCEK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MURDOCK. I think the state-
ment just made by the Senator from
Louisiana, namely, that the price of the
material must reflect parity, is a little
misleading. The situation created is
simply that regardless of the cost of
cotton, in figuring the maximum price
for textile products the O. P. A. must
deem that the parity price was paid, re-
gardless of whether it actually was paid.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is true; but the

ceilings fixed must be high enough so as |

to enable the textile mills to pay parity.

Mr. MURDOCK. I think the Sena-
tor's use of the words “must reflect
parity” was a little misleading. That is
why 1 interrupted.

Mr. ELLENDER. When prices on tex-
tiles were fixed in May 1942, the market
price of cotton, as I recall the figure, was
192 cents. a pound. Within a few
months the price of raw cotton reached
parity. The mills paid parity through
April of 1943, and the price has not
changed much since that time. The
price, as I recall, was around 20.3 cents
per pound at its height. Now, when the
parity index rose it wasonly then that
the mills failed to pay the increased par-
ity price for raw cotton.

There is one sufficient reason for the
present situation, that mills do not have
to pay parity although they easily could
under their price ceilings. We have now
a supply of cotton of sufficient size to
last our mills a whole year, even though
not one pound of cotton was secured
from the coming cotton crop that will
begin to mature in about July of this
year. We have a large surplus on hand—
a carry-over of 10,600,000 bales—and the
law of supply and demand, of course, has
and will continue to keep the price down
close to the loan value of cotton, regard-
less pf what the mills can afford to pay.

I can demonstrate in my own case
what the law of supply and demand
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caused to my potato crops of 1943 and
1944, respectively.

Last year, on my farm in Louisiana, I
produced about 6,400 bags of potatoes.
The demand was enormous. I could have
obtained for those potatoes $5 a hundred
on my farm had I desired to violate the
law. I was paid ceiling prices on every
pound that I produced. This year we had

a ceiling price on potatoes, as we had last

year. The only difference was that the
ceiling was g little lower in 1943 than in

/1944, In 1943 it was $2.80 per 100 pounds,

and this year it was $3.25; but because of
the supply, because there were more po-
tatoes to sell, than there was demand, at
the time I sold, I did not receive $3.25,
which was the ceiling price. The average
price paid me was only $2.54. The reason
for that was that the supply was greater
than the demand. Later in the season
the prices of potatoes took a sharp ad-
vance because the expected crop produc-
tion in some areas was far below pre-
vious estimates.

There is only one reason why the mills
are not operating at full speed, and that
is lack of labor. Let me read from a news
item which was published in the Times-
Picayune, a daily newspaper published in
New Orleans, in its issue of June 5, 1944,
under an Atlanta date line of June 4:

ATLANTA, June 4 —Continued and intensi-
fied labor shortages, complicated by a short-
age of carding facilities, was predicted for the
Southern textile industry by the Atlanta Fed-
eral Reserve Eank,

“Even after the conclusion of hostilities,
the textile mills of the (sixth) distriet will
probably have difficulty meeting demands
unless a substantial expansion program is
undertaken,” the bank’s monthly review said,
but added doubt that such an expansien pro-
gram would be justified in the long run.

The bank said the industry, largest single
employer of labor in the district, had been
dropping in production since 1942 and at-
tributed this to a shortage of manufacturing
capacity in certain lines and failure prop-
erly to maintain plants. The labor shortage
has been apparent only for the past year
or so, the bank said.

“It has been impossible for the industry to
maintain its labor force at the necessary size

because wages have usually been substame-

tially below those pald by new wartime in-
dustries in adjacent localities,” the report
added.

Absenteeism, described as avoidable, was
blamed for much-dabor trouble. The bank
attributed this to lack of housing, shortage
of day-care facilities for children of working
mothers, transportation troubles, shopping
difficulties, and the shortage of domestic
servants.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr, BARELEY. I call attention to
the fact that the bulletin of the Boston
Federal Reserve Bank, commenting on
the same situation as applied to textile
manufacturers, made substantially the
same statement as that contained in th
Atlanta report. »

- Mr. ELLENDER. Ithank the Senator.
There is no question in my mind that
the main reason why cotton textile mills
are not running to capacity is because of
labor shortage, as I have just indicated.
Since the textile mills can buy all the
cotton they want, they do not need to
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buy in advance and fill their warehouses.
The supply is so great that they need not
beg for it, and that is the reason why
the price of cotton has not gone up. The
fact that less cotton is consumed by the
mills because of labor shortage means
that our already big surplus has in-
creased.

I am among those who favor paying
the farmers parity for their cotton. I
have been fighting for them ever since
I first took my seat in this body. In my
judgment the amount which may be
borrowed on cotton should be increased
from 90 to about 95 percent, as the bill
now provides. In my opinion that would
give the farmer parity prices whereas the
formula written in the amendment would
only increase the cost of textile goods and
the mills’ profits. That is all that the
pending amendment would accomplish
as I have previously indicated. Without
in any manner casting any reflection on

“the author and the supporters of this

amendment, I contend that the amend-
ment can be tagged as a textile amend-
ment, that is, one for the benefit of the
textile mills, and not in the interest of
the farmers.

With the assured increase in the price
the farmers may receive for their cotton,
they will have to pay much more for
what they need. The clothing bill for
themselves and their children will ad-
vance by leaps and bounds and, over a
longer period, not only their clothing bill
either.

Mr. President, in that connection let
me cite a few figures to show the per-
centage in increase in what the farmers
received for all their commodities dur-
ing this war in contrast to World War
No. 1. In World War No. 1 the per-
cent price-increase was 98 and during
this war 120 percent. Now let us see
what farmers paid in terms of percent-
age increases for commodities they pur-
chased, plus interest and taxes during
World War No. 1 and World War No. 2.
During World War No. 1 the percent-
age increase was 70 and during World
War No. 2. only 38 percent. In other
words, prices farmers received for their
products rose 22 percent more during
World War No. 2 than in World War
No. 1, and the prices they pay rose
32 percent less during World War No. 2
than during World War No. 1." I at-
tribute this showing to price control
and our stabilization program.

Mr. President, I will now discuss the
second factor contained in the amend-
ment—that is, the manufacturer's cost.
How is that to be arrived at? Is it pro-
posed to take the costs in all the mills
of the country on each item and strike
an average and let the average apply to
all? (Not that I am advocating that
plan.) Oh, no. It is proposed to take
a uniform figure purportedly . repre-

_senting all costs of manufacturing and

marketing each item or yarn. This
figure must be high enough so that it will
cover all the costs of the highest cost
manufacturer among the manufacturers
of at least 90 percent by volume of each
item or yarn. Not the average, but the
highest-cost manufacturer,
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What is the effect of this formula?
A trick has, I think, been played on
many of the amendments’ sponsors, as
well as on the American public. Here
ic how the formula will operate.

Different mills produce various textile
items at very different costs. The high-
cost producer of one item is often a
very low-cost producer of another.
Almost all mills produce some items at
relatively low cost, and in peacetime
almost every mill produced some item
without profit or even below it total
cost in order to round out its line and
keep its plant fully occupied. The
peacetime market never set a price on
the basis of the cost of the least effi-
cient producers of a particular item.
The mills which were reasonably effi-
cient in producing that item set the
going price, and the high-cost pro-
ducer of that item made his profits
out of others he could make more
efficiently. .

The present textile ceilings reflect
these characteristics of the industry.
They reflect, as they should, the fact
that most mills make up on some items
for the narrow profits they may make
on others. The mills are making very
large aggregate profits now. Yet, since
the proposed amendment would not per-
mit the OPA fo consider any mill’s low-
cost of production on other items in
setting the ceiling on any given item,
practically all textile ceilings would
have to be raised substantially, despite
these very large profits, The contention
of the sponsors of this amendment that
OPA will be able to reduce the prices of
some textiles out of the present large
profits of the mills is not correct. All
the ceilings must be kept high, and
almost all of them raised, to meet the
high costs of the inefficient producers
of each item.

Let me illustrate, Mr. President. Let
us take three producers, Jones, Smith
and Brown, each of whom is making very
good profits at present. Jones is a high-
cost producer of chambray, but a low-
cost producer of denims and print
cloth. Smith’s only high-cost product
is denims. Brown's high-cost item is
print cloth. OPA would have to set the
ceiling on chambray at Jones' high cost
plus a profit; the ceiling on denims at
Smith's high cost plus a profit; the
ceiling on print cloth at Brown’s high
cost plus a profit. Jones would thus
be guaranteed a good profit on his high-
cost chambray and would make a killing
on denims and print cloth. Similarly
Smith would make a killing on both
chambray and print cloth, and Brown
would make a killing on chambray and
denims. In other words, they would
all three make a killing, and there would
be absolutely no way of reducing any of
these prices despite this gross prof-
iteering. All because, instead of the
prices being fixed on the costs of rea-
sonably efficient production, they would
have to be fixed on the basis of ineffi-
cient production,

Note, Mr. President, that this amend-
ment will not even have the merit of
increasing the mill’'s consumption of
cotton or encouraging the production of
- XC—-353
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needed types of textiles at the expense
of the unneeded. Total textile produc-
tion, as I have shown, cannot be in-
creased, for the manpower is simply not
available, The amendment will not even
shift the relative ceilings on different
textiles, to encourage more production
of essential items, except by sheer ac-
cident. The new ceiling prices will be
based on the costs of the inefficient pro-
ducers of each item, and each mill will

find it profitable, as before, to produce

the items for which its cost is lowest
relative to their price ceiling. All ceil-
ings alike will be raised skyward, and

neither of the two purported objectives:

of the amendment—a better price for
cotton and a greater supply of essen-
tial textiles—will be secured.

Why, therefore, does the textile indus-
try propose this pricing formula? So
most manufacturers. would be enabled
to make profits probably 20 to 30 percent
greater than the enormous profits which
are now theirs. It would place a pre-
mium on inefficiency and modern mills
would roll in wealth. Such a scheme is
unconscionable. Now let me point out
some data as to profits. I read from
page 22 of the committee report:

“The available figures on mill earnings prove
conclusively the unwarranted and inflation-
ary character of the proposed increase. Some
industry representatives have suggested
doubt about these figures; but they have not
come forward with any information which
contradicts them, as it is reasonable to believe
they would do if the Information exists. The
firms for which the Office of Price Adminis-
tration has been able to secure data represent
more than one-third of the total production.
In 1943 those firms earned an average, before
taxes, of 12.5 percent on sales and an average
on estimated net worth of no less than 329
percent. These earnings compare with an
average of 3.5 percent on sales and 4.5 percent
on net worth In the peacetime years of 1938
to 1939, which were themselves the most
favorable for the industry since the early
twenties,

Aside from that, we have a third factor,
the reasonable profit item. Bear in
mind that the reasonable profit must be
given to the highest cost manufac-
turer of each and every item and
again the efficient mills will come in
for more profits. Mr. President, there is
no telling the extent to which the cost of
cotton textiles will be increased. And
who will pay for that? The dear public.
And as for the farmers, they will receive
little, if any, benefits,

The Office of Price Administration will
be compelled each 60 days to establish
manufacturers’ costs and ascertain the
cost of each item of yarn and allow a
reasonable profit. In fixing the cost of
the yarn the parity price of cotton for
a period of 60 days will have to be taken
into consideration.

The manufacturers’ cost will have to
be fixed on the basis of a uniform figure
for each item. And as I indicated a
while ago, the figure must be high
enough so that it will cover all costs of
the highest-cost manufacturer among
the manufacturers of at least 90 percent
by volume of each item. In addition to
all this, a reasonable profit must be
added to the high-cost manufacturer
that I have indicated, and whatever
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profit may be given to him, irrespective
of what'it may be, will have to be passed
on to the others forming the group that
produce 90 percent by volume of each
and every item.

- If such a formula will not increase the
cost of textile products of all kinds, then
I do not know what I am talking about.
I am satisfied that it will increase the
cost of all fabrics. That is why, Sen-
ators, as I indicated a while ago, with
all due respect to the author of this
amendmens, and to those who are sup-
porting it, the amendment sounds more
to me like an amendment for the benefit
of the textile industry than an amend-
ment to help the farmers.

Mr. BARKLEY. Will
yield for an inquiry?

Mr. ELLENDER. 1 yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. The substance of the
amendment is that the O. P. A. must fix
ceilings on textile goods sufficiently high
to reflect parity on cotton, if the parity is
to be paid on cotton.

Mr. ELLENDER, The Senator is cor-
rect. The parity price of cotton must
be taken into consideration.

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no way by
which to compel the textile mills to pay
parity. There is no formula which
would compel it. Nevertheless, the
O. P. A. would be required to fix a ceiling
high enough to reflect parity if it were
paid.

Mr. ELLENDER. [That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY. In other words, the

0. P. A. could not fix a ceiling below what
would reflect parity if it were paid.
Having a higher ceiling, if the textile
mills do not pay parity, their profits will
automatically be increased beyond what
they are at the present time. Isnot that
statement correct?
. Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is en-
tirely correct and I believe that I dem-
onstrated that proposition a few minutes
ago.

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not understand
how there can be any provision in the
formula, in the Stabilization Act, or any
other act, which would compel the indus- -
try {o pay parity for cotton, because the
O. P. A. cannot even consider cotton un-
til it reaches parity itself. : -

Mr, ELLENDER. That is what I have
already stated to the Senate. The Sena-
tor from Alabama is on his feet, and may
desire to comment on the question.

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 wish first to an-
swer the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yesterday in debate
I asked, if the cost formula is to afford
parity to farmers for raw cotton, why is
it that the prices of goods manufactured
from cotton are to be based for 60 days
on parity, and after that time on the
market value of raw cotton. It strikes
me that if it is to be the purpose—as I
understand from the Senator from
Alabama it is—to give the farmer parity
throughout, parity should be reflected at
all times and in all price formulas.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Of course, Mr,
President, when Senators do not remain
and hear explanations, it is necessary
from time to time to repeat them. That
statement is true particularly with re-
gard to the absence most of the time

the BSenator
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yesterday of the majority leader. I am
sure he had official duties which required
his absence. However, a great deal of
time was devoted yesterday to answer-
ing the very question he propounds to-
day. He says that he does not under-
stand why certain things are true, and
I am sure he does not understand. How-
ever, the Senator should know by now—
at least he will know from now on—
that, while there is no law under which
the mills can be required to pay parity
without fixing by law a specific price on
cotton, as has been explained here time
and time again, if the mills do not pay
parity their ceiling prices will be reduced
by an equivalent amount.

Mr. BARKELEY. In other words, they
would not receive the increased ceiling
which the Senator contemplates, but
they would not have their present ceiling
reduced.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Yes; they would,
because their present ceilings are based
on the payment of a parity price for cot-
ton. All the evidence of the O. P. A,
showed that to be so.

Mr. BARKLEY. Why does the Sen-
ator’s amendment require that a new
ceiling be placed, as though there were no
ceiling already placed on cotton textiles?

Mr. BANKHEAD. The amendment
does not so require. It provides that in
calculating the cost of production, one
item of which must be the payment of
parity to the farmers, it will be deemed
that parity is being paid. The O. P. A.
has stated that to be true. It has said
that the mills are supposed now to be
paying parity, and its present ceilings are
based on the ability to pay parity. With
the presumption that they are paying
parity, there would be no new require-
ment except that they pay to the farmer
the difference between the current mar-

ket price and what is now being paid.
So far as legal obligations are concerned,
and the effect of the O, P. A, ceiling
prices, the mills are now deemed to be
paying parity. The O. P. A, statement,
which I read several times yesterday,
states that the mills have ample money
and ample margin under the ceiling es-
tablished in 1942 with which to pay not
only full parity té the producers, but in
excess of parity. The ceilings were
originally established upon the presump-
tion that the mills would pay parity, If
the O. P. A. had correctly stated the
facts to the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee we would not have to add any-
thing to the ceiling in order to accom-
plish the payment of parity. So the
Senator’s statement simply befuddles the
issue. I do not accuse him of being
inconsistent.

Mr. BARKLEY. We thrashed the en-
fire matter out in the Committee on
Banking and Currency for weeks.

Mr. BANKEHEAD. Yes; and the com-
mittee voted for the amendment. The
committee seemed to have understood it
better than the Senator from Kentucky
has understood it.

Mr. BARELEY. I am not certain
whether it was the result of better
understanding.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator has
referred to thrashing the matter out, and
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I assume he means that the committee
understood it.

Mr. BARKLEY. I believe it is logical
to assume that the committee under-
stood it, whether it actually did or not.
I would not question the Senator's. sin-
cerity with reference to that point.
However, what the Senator now is at-
tempting to do is to say to the O. P. A.
by his amendment, “While you have
fixed the ceiling to justify parity for
cotton, purchasers of cotton have not
paid parity prices, and therefore by law
we compel you to reduce the ceiling on
cotton goods unless you raise the price.”

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is it exactly.

Mr. BAREKLEY, So by law, under
the Senator’s amendment, we would di-
rect the O. P. A. to reduce ceilings al-
ready fixed on cotton textiles.

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY. . How can we excuse
ourselves for not adopting a similar
formula for all other manufactured
products which are made from cotton?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I do not know of
any oth2r agricultural commodity that
is not above parity.

Mr, BARKLEY. That may be so now,
but there is no way to guarantee that
parity will continue either during the
war or following the war, and this will
be a law until repealed.

Mr, BANKHEAD. That is true, but
the escalator clause does not apply to
anything except cotton. If the Senator
wants o bring in any other commodity
that he thinks ought to be brought in
he can do so.

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not offering to
bring in anything else. ;

Mr. BANKHEAD. I thought the Sen-
ator was complaining that other com-
modities were not included.

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not complain-
ing because other commodities are not
included. I am simply asking how the
Senater can justify putting in an esca-
lator clause in regard to cotton without
putting in an escalator clause with re-
gard to other items. Other amend-
ments will no doubt be offered dealing
even with nonagricultural products.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, that
is what I fear, and that is what I am
opposed to, because it will open wide the
door, and I know of nothing that will
destroy our stabilization program to any
greater extent than would this amend-
ment. If we start to show preference
for this manufacturer or that manufac-
turer, all manufacturers will come and
ask for similar treatment. Take my
own State of Louisiana, a big oil-pro-
ducing State. It ranks third or fourth
in the country in the production of oil.
The oil producers are not getting parity
for oil. I mean——

Mr. BANKHEAD. What is parity for
o0il?

Mr, ELLENDER. I do not know off-
hand.

Mr, - BANKHEAD. The
knows that oil has no parity.

Mr. BAREKLEY. There are different
grades of oil.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am aware of that,
but the oil producers are not receiving
comparative prices with other industries
that are engaged in helping win the war.
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Mr., BARKLEY. Let me say to the
Senator from Louisiana that the same
situation exists in my State, and I have
received letters daily for months asking
me to vote for an amendment which
would fix the price of oil or enable a
higher price to be paid for oil.

Mr. ELLENDER. Comparable to the
prices other industries are receiving.

Mr. BARKLEY, I am sympathetic
with their desire.

Mr., ELLENDER. So am I.

Mr. BARKLEY. Frankly, I feel the
increase of 35 cents a barrel recom-
mended by Secretary Ickes might well
have been granted. It was represented
that the adoption of such an all-over in-
crease would give many producers prices
to which they were not entitled. But
if some differentiation could be made
as between stripper wells, for instance,
and other wells, an increase might be
justified. I understand the O. P. A. is
now working on that- proposition and
approaching it in a rather sympathetic
way. The difficulty, however, is that if
we should put amendments on this bill
to satisfy everybody whose request for
an increase of prices has been turned
down we would make Congress a price-
fixing agency, and we might as well
abolish the O. P, A. and pass a law saying
what should be'the prices of everything
we buy or sell. We cannot any more do
that than we can fix railroad rates.
We never have attempted to do that by
legislation, even in times of peace. We
are dealing, it seems to me, with a war
situation where somebody must admit
that he has got to take some sort of
punishment on the chin, if necessary, in
order to effectuate the war effort and the
war program, while those who are fight-
ing in order that we may even indulge
in legislation here, are putting all they
have and all they ever hope to have on
the altar of their country.

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt
that the most objectionable feature of
the amendment is that it places the tex-
tile industry in a preferred class. As I
have said, the three factors for price fix-
ing assure them a profit on each and
every item or yarn. Some of those
profits in many instances, I should say,
would be unconscionable.

Mr. MURDOCK and Mr. LUCAS ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Louisiana yield, and, if so,
to whom?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield first to the
Senator from Utah.

Mr. MURDOCK. I think, Mr. Presi-
dent, that we must bear in mind all
through the debate that Congress has
written into the present law, in the most
emphatic language, in my opinion, of
which we are capable, that ceiling prices
on agricultural commeodities must be
fixed by O. P. A. at a level which must
reflect parity to the producer. That is
the present law. Now the O. P. A. say
what? They say they have fixed those
ceiling prices at a level at which the mills
can now well afford to pay parity to the
cotton farmers, and, in support of that
position, the record is replete with fig-
ures that show that if the cotton mills
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had the right attitude today they could
do that and still make a large profit.
Now we are confronted with a pro-
posal so far as cotton is concerned that
says what? It says that, regardless of
what the mills pay for cotton, during the
first 120-day period after the enactment

of this act, in fixing ceiling prices—and .

we admonish the O. P. A. that there must
be an adjustment within the first 60-day
period—the O. P. A. must deem in the
adjustment of prices on cotton textiles
that they have paid parity for cotton.

From the argument made yesterday by
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANK-
HEAD] and that made by the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. EastLanp], and I
have never heard more able arguments
than they made from their approach
to the subject, is there any doubt in any
Senator’s mind that they both expect
an adjustment and a revision upward of
-prices of cotton textiles? Of course not.
Every syllable of their argument indi-
cated—what? It indicated that the
present ceiling prices of the O. P, A, were
too low. As the junior Senator from
Mississippi said, they are shackled under
those ceilings and the lid must be taken
off. So what did they expect? They
expected that within the first 60-day
-period after this proposed law goes in-
to effect textile prices will be revised
upward, regardless of what is paid for
cotton, regardless of the price the mills
paid for their inventories which are now
on hand.

If the Senator from Alabama, as 1
think it could well be inferred this morn-
ing from this statement, takes the posi-
tion that prices are already high enough
on cotton textiles to warrant the mills
in paying parity for cotton, then why
does he not reverse the language of his
amendment and say that if within the
60-day period or the 120-day period the
price of cotton does not go up to parity
then there shall be a revision downward
on the ceiling prices of textiles. Then,
we would be doing what? We would be
enacting a law for the cotton farmer and
not for the tertile mill operators. If
we tell those gentlemen who are today
making such profits as they have never
made before in their history since 1919
and 1920 that they must pay parity or
there will be a revision downward, then
the farmers of cotton would be brought
up to parity. But under this amend-
ment just as surely as it is adopted there
will be a windfall on inventories that will
be unconscionable; there will be a ma-
nipulation and a speculation on the mar-
kets which in my opinion will not inure
to the benefit of the farmer but to the
speculative attitude of the textile mills.
I thank the Senator from Louisiana for
yielding.

Mr. ELLENDER. T was glad to yield
to the Senator and I am indebted fo him
for his contribution. I now yield to the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I have be-
fore me information which is presumed
to be authentic which says that if the
Bankhead amendment shall be adopted
90 percent in volume of the textile in-
dustry will be guaranteed a profit on
every item that is manufactured. I
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shof:.ﬂd like to know whether that is cor-
rect.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct as I
understand the formula contained in the
amendment,

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I have not the floor.

Mr, ELLENDER. As I understand the
manufacturer’s costs, that is, factor No.
2, the figure must be high enough to cover
all the costs of the highest cost manu-
facturer, “of at least 90 percent by
volume of such item.”

Mr. TAFT. Will the Senator from
Louisiana yield?

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Ala-
bama has presented, and will offer before
the committee amendment is voted on,
an amendment to subdivision 2, which
the Senator will find on his desk, which
reads in this way, instead of that to
which the Senator has referred:

A generally fair and equitable allowance
for the total current cost of whatever nature
incident to processing or manufacturing and
marketing such item—

That is a different rule, the Senator
will see, “a generally fair and equitable
allowance for the total current cost” of
manufacturing such item.

Mr. ELLENDER. What is the differ-
ence between the pending amendment
and the modification of the amendment
just gquoted by the Senator? :

Mr. TAFT.  That is in the law now;
that does not change anything. We now
provide that all processors must get a
generally fair and equitable margin.
Then the amendment proceeds:

And whenever the Chairman of the War
Production Board or the War Food Adminis-
trator has determined such item to be nec-
essary for the war effort or the maintenance
of the civilian economy—

Then the 90 percent bulk line shall ap-

ply. So that instead of being a compul-
sory 90 percent bulk line, which I myself
criticized in the Bankhead amendment,
this provides now simply for the processor
a generally fair and equitable allowance
for the total current cost of the manu-
facture of the item, unless the Chairman
of the War Production Board or the War
Food Administrator finds that the item
is an item which is necessary for the war
effort, one the production of which should
be increased, in which case he applies the
90 percent bulk line in order to get the in-
crease in production. As I understand,
that is the amendment, and I understand
from the Senator from Alabama that that
will be offered before the pending amend-
ment is voted on.

Mr. ELLENDER. In my opinion, that
will not change the situation, except that
the modified amendment may be used to
force manufacturers to manufacture cer-
tain kinds of textiles. That, in my opin-
ion, without having studied the modified
amendment, is its purpose.

Mr. TAFT. The Stabilization Act pro-
vides that processors of articles made
from agricultural commodities must re-
ceive a fair and eguitable margin, and
this amendment, unless there is some ac-
tion by the chairman of the War Pro-
duction Board or the War Food Admin-
istrator, provides exactly what is in the
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present law. So that in effect, what this
does is to take out the 90-percent bulk
line provision, unless the chairman of
the War Production Board or the War
Food Administrator determines to apply
it. So that it is entirely within the op-
tion of the administration whether any
such 90-percent bulk line need apply.

Mr., ELLENDER. But it will apply ‘to
any article which the chairman of the
War Production Board or the War Food
Administrator may determine to be nec-
essary.

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. But
surely the President is able to control,
and Mr. Byrnes is able to control, the
action of the War Food Administrator
and the action of the chairman of the
War Production Board, if they consider
their action contrary to the general pol-
icy of stabilization. We have only one
administration here. These are the gen-
tlemen, however, who are interested in
production, and if they say that in order
to get production we should apply the
90-percent bulk line, and if that is ap-
proved by the President and Mr. Vinson,
I do not see how Congress can have any
objection to itf.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield? I
wish to ask the Senator from Ohio a
question.

Mr. ELLENDER.
pose. g

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to ask the
Senator from Ohio whether, from what
he has just stated as to articles which
might be determined to be necessary, it
would not be the Senator’s belief that-
it would largely apply to the Army and
the Navy, because they are the largest
buyers of textiles in most instances.

Mr. TAFT. I think probably that is
true of a good many of the commodities
which might be affected. In other
words, the Bankhead amendment pro-
vides that the 90-percent bulk line would
be applied to every item of textile goods.
The proposed amendment provides that
it shall not be applied unless the War
Food Administrator applies it to a par-
ticular item of textile goods which is
necessary for the progress of the war,
and of which an increased production
is required, in which case, surely, if there
is a desire to get increased production, it
will be necessary to give 90 percent of
the industry some opportunity to have
some advantage in manufacturing those
goods.

Mr. MAYBANK. Will the Senator
from Louisiana yield further?

Mr. ELLENDER. 1 yield.

Mr. MAYBANK. I have been told by
high officials of both the Army and the
Navy that they themselves have had
trouble in obtaining certain types of work
clothes for the Army and the Navy, and
I wish to ask the Senator whether it is
not his judgment that under the amend-
ment he has just read, that is, the
changed amendment, the prices would be
subject to renegotiation, as are all Army
and Navy contracts and essential con-
tracts in the textile industry.

Mr, TAFT. Of course.

Mr. MAYBANK, Then there could be
no huge profit, if the renegotiation law
were carried out.

I yield for that pur-
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‘Mr. TAFT. There could be no profit
on the Government’s business, which is
more than half the business, I under-
stand.

Mr. ELLENDER. But the pyblic will
have to pay for it, and the Government
will get what the public is paying in the
renegotiation process. In other words
the manufacturer will have to kick back
into the Treasury a part of the huge
profits which were made by him because
of the high prices that he received for
his goods from the public. Another
thing the Senators must keep in mind in
this connection is that the renegotiation
powers of the Army and Navy will ter-
minate on December 31 of this year, and
can be extended for no more than 6
months by Presidential action.

Mr, TAFT. Will the Senator from
Louisiana yield?

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. The Stabilization Act con-
tains this provision, to which I referred:

Provided further, That in the fixing of
maximum prices on products resulting from
the processing of agricultural commodities,
including livestock, a generally fair and
equitable margin shall be allowed for such
processing,

That seems to me exactly the same as
the provision of the amended Bankhead
amendment, “a generally fair and equit-
able allowance for the total current cost
of whatever natureincident to processing
or manufacturing and marketing such
item.”

Mr. ELLENDER. But there is a third
factor, which is that above that it is

* necessary to allow a reasonable profit
to all manufacturers in the group that
manufacture at least 90 percent by vol-
ume of each item.

Mr. TAFT. If the 90 percent bulk line
is applied; buf the amended amendment
makes the 90 percent bulk line entirely
optional. The Chairman of the War
Production Board or the War Food Ad-
ministrator must say they apply it to a
particular product, whereas the original
Bankhead amendment applies it by law
to all products, a provision to which 1
also objected. It seems to me the
amendment offered meets the -objection
which is urged by the Senator, and does
not establish any new rule, except at the
option of the administration.

Mr. ELLENDER. It certainly will work
hand in hand with the third factor, which
would allow a reasonable profit after the
costs of the raw cotton factor and the
manufacturers’ costs are taken into con-
sideration.

Mr. LUCAS. Will the Senator further
yield?

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. The question I asked the
Senator from Louisiana brought forth an
answer from the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
Tarr] to the effect that the Bankhead
amendment to the bill, whieh, as it stands
now, guarantees a profit on every article
manufactured by 90 percent of the in-
dustry, is now to be amended on the floor
of the Senate.

I have attempted to follow the argu-
ments and debate on the pending matter,
and I am not so sure that I know what
the proposed amendment to the Bank-
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head amendment means, This usually
follows when an attempt is made to
amend a very important legislative pro-
posal on the floor of the Senate, after a
committee has given much study to it. It
seems to me this is one of the most im-
portant parts or features of the proposal
now pending before us, and certainly if
the textile industry is to be guaranteed a
profit on 80 percent of every item it man-
ufactures, I can readily see that every
other industry, whether it is the textile
industry, the implement manufacturing
industry, or any other industry of the
Nation, of any type and kind, is going
to come to Congress, and rightfully so,
and ask that we guarantee them a prefit
on the items they produce. I do not know
whether the Congress wants to go that far
or not,

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator has
placed his fimger on the objectionable
feature of the amendment, as I see it.

Mr. LUCAS. 1 think I have.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not see how it
can be stopped.

Mr. LUCAS. I want to be fair in this
argument. I am the last one in the
world who wants to do anything in-
jurious to the textile industry of Amer-
ica, or any other industry that is manu-
facturing or making instruments of war
or any other implements or commodities
that go into the civil economy of the
Nation at this time. I doubt whether
there was any time in history when
business, both large and small, was in a
better position than it is today. That
condition may be artificial due to the
war, but nevertheless there are more
people in business at this moment and
more people making profit, both in large
and small businesses in America, than
at any other time in our history. Not-
withstanding this enviable position an
amendment of this kind is brought
before us providing guaranties for the
textile industry of America., No other
industry is involved in the amendment.
There are diverse and sundry industries
in my State of Illinois which will want
to come in on this kind of a guarantee
“grab” if that is what the Congress of
the United States wants to do, but I
do not believe we ought to do it.

I wish to ask a further question with
respect to a statement in the article
to which I referred, and ask whether the
statement is correct. I am informed
that the cotton textile industry last year
earned profits, after taxes, of 12.6 per-
cent on its total sales.

Mr. ELLENDER. I read that into the
Recorp a few moments ago.

Mr. LUCAS. Very well. That com-
pares with 3.5 percent average profit be-
fore the war. The article further says:

It has benefited a 68-percent rise in whole-
sale prices since 1940 by a greatly expanded
volume of business.

Mr. President, if that article is true
how can it be said that the textile in-
dustry of America is suffering at this
moment? If it is true how can the Con-
gress of the United States guarantee to
this industry a profit, in view of the fig-
ures presented of profits earned last year
by the textile industry, and not take in
:;rdery ':':ther industry existing in America

ay
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The textile industry is not a bankrupt
institution. It is a going concern mak-
ing money. It made profits last year of
12,5 percent after taxes, and did the
largest business in the history of the tex-
tile industry. The same is true with re-
spect to every other industry in this
country today.

Mr. President, if these facts are true,
and I am assuming they are true, as no
one has challenged them, I cannot
understand why at this particular time
an amendment of this character should
be attached to the price-control bill. If
we adopt the amendment we will set a
precedent for special privilege, and Con-
gress will be flooded from now on with
appeals from every other industry in
America asking us to do the same thing
for them. If Congress does it for one
how can Congress deny it for others?
I am basing my argument upon the fig-
ures representing the profits of the tex-
tile industry last year. If these figures
are true, then there are many industries
which need more help, in my opinion,
than does the textile industry.

Mr. President, as I said before, I am
not going to make a special argument
against any industry. I want them all to
do well, and I maintain and submit that
they are doing pretty well in this war
period, as is every other industry. Yet
it seems that the more some people make,
and they are making more than ever in
this war period, the more they complain
and the more they want. That seems to
be the rule of the game—the more you
get the more you wani. I believe that
industry of America and the people of
America generally have never been in
such good shape economically as they

are at this particular moment. Notwith-

standing that, we are faced now with an
amendment which seeks to get more for
certain industries, as I see it. It is class
legislation detrimental to the best inter-
ests of the great majority. I cannot sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? A

Mr. ELLENDER. ' I yield,

Mr. CHANDLER. In the time of my
good friend, the Senator from Louisiana,
I wish to read a letter I have received, and
to ask a question of the Senator from
Ohio. I have been a strong supporter of
the stabilization program and am as
anxious as any-other Senator to avoid
ruinous inflation in the country which
would result in the general break-down of
the whole plant., But our experience here
since we enacted the price-control law
should have taught us that some injus-
tices exist under it which ought to be cor-
rected. Icannot bring myself to the con-
clusion that because some of our men are
suffering and dying away from home we
should inflict unusual and inhuman pun-
ishment on those whom they left at home.
I do not like the idea which is expressed
by the O. P. A. when they bring a bill to
Congress that we must take it as it is
and cannot change its provisions. Itan-
not believe that the little inoffensive
amendment the Senate adopted the other
day giving an individual the right to de-
fend himself in court will injure the whole
program. If it takes so little to destroy
our stabilization program and bring in-
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flation in the country we are indeed in
bad shape.

Mr. President, I am particularly in-
terested in an amendment which is go-
ing to be offered by my friend the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAsS] with
respect to crude oil, and I asked the
Petroleum Administrator for War what
the situation was. I received an answer
from the Acting Director of Production,
Mr. Ralph J. Schilthuis, in which he
wrote:

The importance of higher crude oil prices
as a means of increasing our oil supplies for
military, industrial, and civilian needs—

That is what my friend the Senator
from Ohio had reference to with respect
to the things which are necessary for
military purposes—
has long been recognized by the Petroleum
Administration. In April 1943, after an
exhaustive analysis of the problem, P. A. W.
formally recommended to the Office of Price
Administration an upward adjustment of
crude oil price ceilings averaging 35 cents
per barrel. This recommendation was turned
down by O. P. A, on May 1. On June 10
we renewed our recommendation, only to
have it again rejected by O, P. A. on August
7. We then appealed the matter to Judge
Vinson, Director of the Office of Economic
Stabilization. In a decision on October 29,
1943, Judge Vinson upheld the O. P. A. posi-
tion, and stated that there could be no gen-
eral increase in crude-oil prices,

Mr. President, I understand that the
present price for crude oil is 64 percent
of parity. If we need more oil, and
everyone admits that we do, and if those
who must produce oil for the country's
needs say the price should be raised, and
they have said it again and again, and
then the O. P. A. turns them down, after
which the Director of Economic Stabiliza-
tion turns them down, then I do not un-
derstand the argument that the industry
should not come to Congress and ask for
relief, when an injustice is being done
which results in a hurt to the war effort.

If some Senator can explain that sit-
uation to me I wish he would,

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. With respect to the ques-
tion of amendments, and the question of
the relation between the cotton amend-
ment and the oil amendment, I have
felt throughout that Congress ought not
to increase the price of a product by law.
It may be that the administration is
wrong. We have heard the representa-
tives of the oil industry. We heard Mr.
Brown present a very convincing case.
He was answered by Mr. Vinson, Per-
sonally if I had to decide the case I
would say Mr, Brown was right. But
I did not think it was an overwhehningly
convincing argument, and I do not feel
that Congress ought to increase the price
of any article deliberately by action of
law.

The question involved in textiles does
not seem to me to be one relative to an
increase in price, or at least not a net
increase in price. -

I approve of this amendment because
it attempts to change the whole method
by which the administration has been
applying the price policy to cotton goods.
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I think that whole method is wrong.

I think it is out of accord with the pres-

ent law. I think, therefore, that it is a
matlter with which we may properly
deal.

I am perfectly convinced that if the
method proposed by the Senator from
Alabama is adopted, and if the Office of
Price Administration accepts that method
of fixing prices, the net result to the con-
sumer of cotton goods will be a lower
price rather than a higher one. That is
the reason why I am willing to go along
with the cotton amendment, and I am
not willing to go along with any direct
increase in price on any article.

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. President, let
me ask my friend a question in that con-
nection.

Mr. TAFT. In just a moment.

First, let me say that in connection
with the cotton business, the Director of
Economic Stabilization has applied a
brand new theory. He goes further than
the 80 percent bulk line in some ways.
He says regarding the directive relating
to cotton goods—I quote from his letter
of February 4:

There has also been some misunderstand-
ing as to other provisions. The directive
states that, in cases where a uniform in-
crease in price to all producers must be made,
the increase to be permitted shall not exceed
an amount sufficlent to make the maximum
price equal to the total unit cost of the high-
est cost producer whose production is deemed
essential. I wish to emphasize that this
method and standard of price increase is to
be used only as a last resort when the other
methods set forth in the directive are impos-
sible, Indeed, I shall hesitate to let it be
used at all,

In other words, he practically says that
under no circumstances will he authorize
a general increase in thc cost of any cot-
ton goods. Then he goes on, and says
that he will make individual adjustments
for individual mills—which, after all, Mr,
President, is going back to a profit-
control basis, rather than to a price-
control basis.

When he makes those adjustments, he
says that the producer whose current
profits from all operations are less than
double those earned in the 1936-39 pe-
riod, or who is operating at a loss, may
sell at not to exceed the total unit pro-
duction cost, plus a profit not to exceed
2 percent. In other words, there is a 2
percent turn-over which is utterly inade-
quate to enable the mill to run. He goes
on to say that for a producer who had
more than twice his 1936-39 profits, pro-
ducers with exceptionally high profits
will be required to produce the goods at
cost.

In another order, cost is defined as
simply the actual out-of-pocket expense,
without any overhead at all.

So he is saying to the cotton-goods in-
dustry, “I will ndt increase the price of
cotton goods. I will make individual ad-
justments for low-cost mills, but I will
still require them to sell the goods at a
loss.”

I think that is utterly illogical. I
think it is utterly opposed to the prin-
ciple of the Price Control Act. I think
the Bankhead amendment is a better
method of pricing cotton goods, I say
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that in .decreasing the price of low-cost
goods we can decrease the cost of the
goods on the basis of the profits that are
made, so that the profits will be less.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, why
could not he do it under the law as it now
stands? The Bankhead amendment is
not required in order to do that. It can
be done under the law as it now stands.

Mr. TAFT. It can be, except for the
fact that Mr. Vinson is a very stubborn
gentleman, and does not desire to change
it unless Congress makes him change it.

Mr, ELLENDER. As a matter of fact,
while under the law as it stands, textile
ceilings can be adjusted to spur produc-
tion of one type of textile in comparison
with others, it could not, as I have al-
ready shown, be done under the proposed
formula. I remind Senators of what I
have already said. Under the amend-
ment all the ceilings must be kept high,
and almost all of them raised, to meet
the costs and provide a profit for the
inefficient producers of each and every
item. I presented a resolution before
the Senate which was referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
providing for an investigation of the
cotton-textile industry. So far as I am
concerned, I am willing to stay here all
summer, if that is necessary, in order to
have that investigation made.

Mr. TAFT. I am sorry, Mr, President,
that I cannot agree with the Senator to
stay here all summer.

Mr. ELLENDER. I believe something
can be accomplished by investigating the
textile industry, prices received by them
in relation to what they pay for raw
cotton. I believe by bringing those
gentlemen before us and having them tell
us the whole story, and then letting the
public know about it, something can be
accomplished,

Mr. TAPT. But, Mr. President, we
have had 4 weeks of hearings. We have
had most of those gentlemen before us.
We have heard from both sides. The
Senator from Louisiana is not a mem-
ber of the Committee on Banking and
Currency; but the committee has heard
various persons on this subject.

Mr. ELLENDER. The committee did
not hear the textile representatives,
did it?

Mr. TAFT. Certainly we heard the
textile representatives.

Mr. ELLENDER. Did the committee
hear from those who do the manufae-
turing, rather than from those in the
O.P. A.?

Mr. TAFT. Yes; we heard them. Mr,
Murchison represented one group of cot-
ton mills.

I think the mills are making too much
profit, Whose fault is that? It cannot
be the fault of anyone else except the
0. P. A, as far as I can understand. .

But that does not mean that the textile
industry is just one industry. It is a
whole group of industries, making vari-
ous kinds of goods. The O. P. A. has
permitted them to make big profits on
some types of goods, and has held them
down to less than cost on other types of
goods. What happens? We do not get
any cheap goods, or at the most we get
only & limited amount of them. In the
branches of the industry such as the
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heavy underwear industry, to which I re-
ferred, the cost is held down to such an
extent that it is impossible for those mills
to continue in business. If a person at-
tempts to buy a unionsuit in any store
today he will be unable to find one, be-
cause the practice which has been pur-
sued has catered to the low-income
groups, naturally, by saying, “We have
not increased by 1 cent the price of the
low-cost goods.”

I think the pricing of cotton goods has
been the biggest failure of the O. P. A.,
and I think the Congress is justified in
saying to the O. P. A.: “You must pur-
sue a different method, and here is the
method.”

I deny that there is anything in the
Bankhead method which can in any way
increase the over-all profits which have
been referred to by the Senator from Illi-
nois. In fact, if it is properly applied,
it should reduce those profits very con-
siderably.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, with
due respect to the distinguished Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl, there is abso-

_ lutely no possibility of reducing the
prefits of textile mills, or even keeping
them at present levels, under the pro-
posed amendment. As I have already
shown, profits of practically every mill
would be increased by virtue of the fact
that the ceilings of the items which it
produces would be fixed at cost plus
profit for the inefficient producers of
that item. Virtually all the ceilings
would have to be raised to meet this re-
quirement. It stands to reason that the
mills are going to make much greater
profits.

Mr. President, I believe it would be
an easy matter to bring before the
Senate or before any committee of
the Senate many complaints to show
that the Office of Price Administra-
tion has made many mistakes in is-
suing and administering many of its
rules and regulations. For instance,
with respect to agriculture, in relation
to placing a ceiling price on rough rice
or strawberries, and the like, many mis-
takes have been made. Mr, President,
if we ever open the doors, we shall be
haunted for a long time. There is no
telling where the trail of investigations
will end.

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. President, will
my friend permit me to return to a dis-
cussion-of the oil business for a moment?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

5 ER. Iyield for that pur-
pose. Then I should like to complete my
remarks, if I can, although most of the
points I had in mind have been argued
very well, and I am almost ready to
conclude my presentation,

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr, President, this
question is not one of profits. It is a
question of a commodity on which some-
one should have the right to raise the
ceilings, if it is clearly shown that the
ceiling price is 64 percent of the parity
price.

How would we go about getting simple
justice? The question is not one of
profits. The question is one of letting
people live, and at the same time support-
ing the war effort.
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I have read the statement which has
been referred to. I should like the Sen-
ator from Ohio to comment on it for me,
But first I wish to relate an experience we
had with strawberries,

I intend to support the amendment
offered by the Senator from Tennessee.
The O. P. A. did not put any ceiling at
all on strawberries until about the time
they were ready for sale in Tennessee
and Kentucky. Then the O. P. A. sud-
denly put a ceiling of $7.80 on straw-
berries, and indicated that if anyone
“broke the line” on strawberries, it would
be possible to bring on inflation by the
sale of 100 carloads of strawberries. Of
course, I do not believe that; and, so far,
no one has been able to convince me
that that was so important in connec-
tion with the economy of the country,
namely, that it would be possible for the
sale of 100 carloads of strawberries to
break the economy of the country. But
the O. P. A, set the ceiling, after having
no hearings in Louisiana or in the other
parts of the country. In Louisiana the
strawberries were sold without a ceiling.

Mr. ELLENDER. Oh, no; only ap-
proximately 50 percent of them were sold
without a ceiling.

I wish to say in that connection that I
have objected, ever since the O. P. A, has
been in existence, to having the O. P. A.
place a ceiling on a crop which is in the
midst of harvest. The O, P. A. should
act before the crop is planted so that the
farmer will know in advance what he
can expect by way of prices.

I have contended quite a great deal
that that should be done, but thus far the
O. P. A. has not listened to me. I think
that such a procedure has caused a great
deal of trouble and, I would say, just
criticism,

Mr. CHANDLER. Very well, Mr. Pres-
ident. Let me. say that I will support
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Tennessee, so that an unfair price
cannot be set for persons who grow a
small amount of perishable food and
vegetables in one section of the country,
and at the same time permit the grow-
ers in another section of the country to
disregard that price, all under the plea
and the statement that if any other
course is pursued the result will be to
bring on inflation in the country.

On the basis of my understanding of
the statement made a while ago by my
friend, the Senator from Ohio, I wish
to ask a question. If it is shown that
these things are necessary for the war
effort, and if it is definitely shown that
the prices are away below the parity
price, what is the method which we
shall use to correct injustices, if the
0. P. A, will not correct them and if the
Office of the Administrator of Economic
Stabilization will not correct them?
Who is going to do it,-and what is my
justification or excuse for not support-
ing something which will correct a mani-
fest injustice, even though I vote for an
amendment to this bill?

Mr. TAFT. Mr, President, let me say
that I feel very strongly that the main
problems of price administration are
administrative ones, and that we cannot
go into the question of fixing detailed
prices on goods, any more than we can
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go into the question of fixing railroad
rates for the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, That would seem to me to be
a hopeless job.

I think we are concerned with the
fundamental principles of price control.
That is why I went along with the Sen-
ator from Alabama on the amendment.
That is why, it seems to me, the chief
feature of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Alabama is that it says that
each product must be handled on its
own feet, but that the O. P. A, eannot
say to a man, “Because you are making
a profit on this article;, you must sell the
other one at a loss.”

That is the chief feature of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Alabama.
That seems to me to be a fundamental
guestion, which is not clearly stated in
the act. I think the act requires each
one to stand on its own feet, but I am not
convinced of that. On the question of
principle, I was willing to go along with
an amendment, but if we begin to exempt
this and that, and increase the price of
this and that, there is no limit to what
the Congress may do. We might spend
the entire year correcting injustices.

After all, the main question as to
whether the price itself is right or wrong
is an administrative question. It is a
question for which the Price Administra-
tion has the responsibility. It is to
blame if the determination is wrong.
Its judgment is perhaps just as likely to
be good as our judgment. I do notknow.
I believe that in many cases its judgment
is radically wrong.

A little later today I shall point out the
tremendous mistakes which I think have
been made in the administration, but
which I think are matters purely of
administration, in which Congress should
not interfere. That is my feeling.

Mr. CHANDLER. Would the amend-
ment of the Senator from Alabama cor-
rect the trouble?

Mr. TAFT. The amendment of the
Senator from Alabama lays down the
fundamental principle that no article or
goods shall be sold at a loss and that a
reasonable margin should be applied to
each character of goods manufactured
by a manufacturer. I only regret that
we are not applying the same principle
to all industries, because I think it ought
to be applied to all indusiries. But that
is not a question of administration.
That is a question of the fundamental
pricing principle of the Price Control Act.

Mr. ELLENDER. Would the Senator
apply the same principle to the canning
industry? As he knows, many articles

. are canned by some of the large canning

interests of the country at a loss, and
they make huge profits on others.

Mr. TAFT. They should not make
huge profits on others.

Mr. ELLENDER. That may be true,
but the same principle would apply to
them as applies to the cotton textile
industry.

Mr. TAFT. Suppose we were to say to
the entire canning industry, “There is &
big profit on tomatoes; therefore you
must can peas at a Joss.” Theremaybea
dozen plants which can nothing but peas.
What situation are they in? They are
out of business. The whole principle of
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trying to take over-all profits as a guide
to a margin for particular products is
wrong. The way the situation should be
controlled is to cut down the margin on
the goods on which there is too much
margin today. That is a feasible
principle. That is what I think should
be done in price control.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator has
argued eloguently to demonstrate that if
we open the door to one industry, many
more manufacturers will ask for the same
treatment proposed fo be accorded the
textile industry and I see no reason why
we should not treat them all similarly.

Mr, TAFT. With the exception of the
90-percent bulk line, I should have no
objection to that. Otherwise the Bank-
head amendment states the principle
which should apply to all manufacturing
industries.

It does one other thing. There is a
peculiar situation with respect to cotton.
Cotton sells below parity, while all other
products are selling at parity or above.
So we have the difficulty of the limita-
tion on agricultural prices, and we are
H-ylns to conform the law to that limita-

on,

Mr. ELLENDER. The item of cost of
raw cotton in connection with the
manufacture of cotton goods is infini-
tesimal and its payment would not
place a burden on the textile indus-
try. The textile industry will con-
tinue to do the same thing it has done
for years, as was illustrated yesterday
by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr,
Eastranpl, that is, pay as cheaply as it
can for raw cotton. He pointed out that
1 pound of cotton will make 4 yards of
seersucker cloth, which is sold for $2.76
in New York. The farmer received 20
cents of that $2.76. Under the terms of
the Bankhead amendment, according to
Senator EasTtrLaND's version thereof, he
would receive 21 cents, or 1 cent more.

~ Is if reasonable for us to argue that that
1 cent increase would be such a big item
in the cost of the textile industry and
thereby prevent it from paying the
farmer the additional cent, when we
consider the enormous profit that is
made on 1 pound of raw cotton?

Mr. TAFT. I believe that the Price
Control Act intends that prices shall not
be fixed on a product until the product
has reached parify. The Administra-
tion has insisted on going ahead and fix-
ing prices, which is all right; but if so,
we must put in the escalator clause in
order not to allow too great profits. My
own interest is far more in the processing
than in the 1 cent to the cotton farmer.
No doubt the Senator from Alabama has
a different feeling about that; but I am
interested in trying to correct the pres-
ent cotton-goods situation in the United
States, and in forcing the Price Admin-
istration away from a theory of price
control which I think will lead only to
profit control in the end, which I think
is unsound, and which, if it were con-
tinued, would absolutely prevent the
production which is necessary.

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. RADCLIFFE, Am I to under-
stand that the Senator from Ohio will
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later amplify his statement that he re-
gards what is apparently an exception
as not an exception? He has stated very
eloquently and forcibly the dangers of
opening the doors wide so that any par-
ticular industry may show that some
special amendment must be adopted for
its particular benefit. The Senator from
Ohio realizes the danger involved in that
situation, and therefore he is opposed to
any such general policy; but I under-
stood him to say that he regarded the
cotton situation as being an exception.
‘What he has said thus far has been in-
teresting to me, but it certainly has not
been convincing. The only reason I
rise now is to ask whether or not the

Senator from Ohio will discuss the ques- .

tion further this aftermoon. If so, I
should like to hear him amplify his state-
ment and give the reasons why he thinks
this apparent exception is not an ex-
ception.

Mr. TAFT. I thought I stated as
clearly as I could that I think this
amendment involves a basic principle of
pricing. I have an amendment on the
table which I may not offer. It applies
to all industry, and applies, to a certain
extent, a part of the principle of the
Bankhead amendment to all industry,
requiring each article to stand on its
own feet, subject to certain exceptions.
But I do not think that it is an adminis-
trative question.

In this field I believe that price ad-
ministration has departed from the basic
principles of pricing, which I think are
at least within the spirit of the Price
Control Act, but which are perhaps not
so clearly defined that the cotton indus-
try could take its case to court and ob-
tain a favorable decision.

I see no objection to defining now what
we think the pricing policy should be.
What is that policy? I can see nothing
particularly revolutionary in the Bank-
head amendment. It provides that each
processor shall have a generally fair and
equitable margin. The word “generally”
means that it does not have to apply to
everyone. It must apply to the industry
as a whole. The margin must be gener-
ally fair and equitable as a whole, That
provision is now in the act. The 90-per-
cent bulk line may or may not be right.
Frankly, I do not know enough about
the cotton industry to judge whether it
is right or not; but the 90 percent bulk
line in this amendment is entirely op-
tional, and can be put in only if the
administration wants to put it in.

Mr. RADCLIFFE. The 80-percent
provision would remain in the modified
amendment,

Mr. TAFT. Only if the administra-
tion should choose to apply the 90-per-
cent rule in order to obtain additional
production. If we wish to obtain addi-
tional production, we had better not have
more than 10 percent of an industry pro-
ducing at a loss,

Mr. MOORE, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MOORE. I wish to say to the
Senator from Ohio that I think he is
guilty of an inconsistency when he says
that he is opposed generally to legis-
lating prices. I could agree to that prin-
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ciple very definitely. But we have the
Price Administration. We have enacted
a price-control law and turned price con-
trol over to an administration which has
been proved to be both dishonest and
ineficient. Discriminations have been
imposed against industries to the point
of destroying them. I agree with the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr, CHANDLER]
that the oil industry has been subjected
to a price which is destructive of it. The
administrative agencies, as well as the
committees of both Houses of Congress,
have conclusive proof that the price
which is imposed on the oil industry is
destructive of a large segment of that
industry. ;

We are to keep the Office of Price Ad-
ministration, which I think in itself is a
fake, and has not at all prevented infla-
tion. Its efforts have been conducive to
inflation, to black markets, and to law
violations, It has singled out for total
destruction certain industries, including
the oil industry. Therefore I see no rea-
son why the Senator from Ohio should
refuse to accept the amendment offered
by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr,
Taomas] if he is supporting the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. BaNkaEAD], because both have
the same purpose. If overalls and work-
shirts are manufactured at a loss, and
the Congress can fix a ceiling upon the
prices of such articles which will prevent
the destruction of that industry, why
can it not also prevent the destruction of
the oil industry? If there is any differ-
ence between the cotton textile industry
and the oil industry in that respect, I am
unable to see if. ’

Mr. TAFT. I believe that the distinc-
tion is very clear. Oil is oil. A protest
may be filed with the Office of Price Ad-
ministration. We have provided the
method by which it may be filed. The
Office of Price Administration then makes
a decision. An appeal may thereafter be
taken from the decision to the Emergency
Court of Appeals. Of course, the Emer-
gency Court of Appeals could not afford
any relief unless it found the action of the
Office of Price Administration to have
been arbitrary and unreasonable. If if
should so find, it could afford relief. We
have provided such procedure for every-
one,

No question has been raised in the oil
industry with reference to individual
products. No effort has been made in
the industry to say that one must sell
a particular article at 4 loss because ‘he
is making a profit on something else.
There has been no effort to apply the ex-
treme, which I think would be wholly un-
sound, and which would be prevented by
the Bankhead amendment. I believe the
two questions are entirely different. I
believe that one is an administrative ques-
tion and the other is a legislative
question. That is the distinction which
I drew in the committee, and which I
have tried to draw here in the Senate.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am
very glad to yield to any of my col-
leagues in discussing this very important
amendment. I had prepared a synopsis
of the speech which I had intended to
deliver, but so much of the matter which
I proposed to present to the Senate
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through my speech has been brought
out in guestions which have been asked
that I shall not delay the Senate very
much longer.

I believe that my position on the sta-
bilization program is well known to my
colleagues. I have taken issue many
times with some of my good friends and
colleagues, and I believe that the REcorp
will show that I was one of the few who
opposed Senate Resolution No. 91, which
sought to increase the pay of nonoperat-
ing railroad employees. My reason for
doing so was that I felt it would break
the Little Steel formula. I thought that
it would cause employees in other indus-
tries to make similar demands to those
which had been made by the fine class
of workers to whom I have referred.

Today it is not very popular to oppose
demands made by farmers. However, I
am confident that the amendment would
operate adversely to their interests. Its
adoption would be definitely and un-
equivocally detrimental to their interests.
I have been a close friend of the farmers
of my State in particular and to those of
the Nation in general. Iam certain that
my record in the Senate will bear me out.
Aside from that, I am a farmer myself.

I am confident that this amendment is
more in aid of the textile industry, as I
have just indicated, than it is of helping
the farmer.

I shall ask the indulgence of Senators
to listen to me read from the Times-
Picayune, a newspaper published in my
State in its issue of June 5, 1944:

The cotton market held gains of 6 to 9
points net on active futures last week but
this was only after prices had reached Into
new high ground for the season Wednesday
and Thursday. The spot average reached up
to 21.30 on Wednesday, a new high, and which
compared with 21.28 cents the previous high
set March 21. But quotations eased slug-
gishly toward the end of the period and the
spot price for the 10 markets closed at 21.18
cents, up 5 points on the week but off 12
points from the Wednesday high.

Probably the immediate cause of the mid-
week price spurt which followed the Me-
morial Day holiday Tuesday was the hopes
in some quarters for price boosting legisla-
tion to come out of Washington. The high
point in this thinking came with the adop-
tion by the Senate Banking and Currency
Committee of the Bankhead amendments to
include the so-called escalator plan to allow

mills to pay parity prices for cotton and still
make a fair profit—

“A fair profit,” I repeat—
and an amendment to raise the loan rate
from 90 to 95 percent of parity. The vote
had been larger than expected, but doubts
still prevail as to the ultimate success of the
amendment and prices eased shortly after
the news was out. These doubts seemed to
be confirmed in the Friday action of the
House committee In rejecting the price-
boosting plans, At the weekend not many
traders here felt confident that any measur-

able price-raising legislation would get
through this sitting of Co If any

confidence existed it was that possibly the
administration might accept a 85 percent of
parity loan.

Mr. President, when anybody argues
that this amendment will not raise the
price of textiles and will not help the tex-
tile manufacturers, I am wondering what
prompted the writing of the article I
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have just read; I am wondering what
prompted the spurt in the cotton market.

I feel confident that the Bankhead
amendment will not give the Price Ad-
ministrator any greater power than he
now has to force the textile industry to
pay parity to the cotton farmers. If
there is a rise in price for raw cotton
through this amendment, it will be
gobbled up by the higher prices the
farmers will have to pay for the finished
products they must buy to clothe them-
selves and their families.

Not only that, Senators, but, as I have
indicated, this amendment is but the
opening wedge fo the demand of many
other industries that feel themselves as
much hurt by O. P. A. as the textile in-
dustry. I wish to say that if, perchance,
the Bankhead amendment is adopted,
then I shall feel perfectly justified in
voting for any other amendment designed
to help other industries, because I do not
believe it is fair or square to industry as a
whole to select the textile industry and
assure them of a formula that will give
them profits on each item produced far
in excess of the huge amounts now being
made by them.

Mr. President, as I have said on many
occasions, I believe that after this war is
over the Price Control Act, badly as it has
been administered from its inception and
until the time it was taken over by Mr,
Bowles, will be hailed as the most effec-
tive method of sustaining our war econ-
omy and of increasing our industrial and
agricultural production that could have
been devised.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. La
ForrerTE in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the committee amend-
ment. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered.

Mr. WAGNER. I suggest the absence
of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum having been suggested
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Gerry. Radcliffe
Austin Gillette Reed

Ball Guffey Reynolds
Bankhead Gurney Robertson
Barkley Hatch Russell

Bilbo Hawkes Shipstead
Brewster Hill Stewart
Bridges Holman Taft

Burton Jackson Thomas, Idaho
Bushfield Johnson, Colo, Thomas, Okla
Butler EKilgore Thomas, Utah
Byrd La Follette Tobey
Capper Lucas Truman
Caraway MeClellan Tunnell
Chandler McFarland Vandenberg
Chavez McKellar ‘Wagner
Clark, Mo, Maloney Wallgren
Connally Maybank ‘Walsh, Mass,
Cagrdon Mead Walsh, N. J.
Danaher Millikin Weeks

Davis Moore Wheeler
Downey Murdock Wherry
Eastland Murray ‘White
Ellender Nye Wiley
Ferguson O'Daniel Willis

George Overton Wilson

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-
eight Senators having answered to their
names, & quorum is present.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
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to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secrefaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
further insisted upon its disagreement
to the amendments of the Senate
Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 14, 29, 30, 35, 52,
54, 55, 56, 57, 64, 65, 66, and 67 to the bill
(H. R. 4070) making appropriations for
the Executive Office and sundry inde-
pendent executive bureaus, boards, com-
missions, and offices, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1945, and for other pur-
poses; agreed to the further conference
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing
votes -of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. WoopruM of Virginia, Mr. Firz-
PATRICK, Mr, Starnes of Alabama, Mr,
HEeNDRICKS, Mr. WIGGLESWORTH, Mr,
DirgseN, and Mr. Case were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

The message also announced that the
House further insisted upon its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
Nos. 10, 12, and 13 to the bill (H. R.
4204) making appropriations for the De-
partments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1945, and for other purposes; agreed to
the further conference asked by the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
Rasaut, Mr. KErr, Mr. HARE, Mr. O'BRIEN
of Illinois, Mr. CARTER, Mr. STEFAN, and
Mr. JoNES were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

EXTENSION OF PRICE CONTROL AND
STABILIZATION ACTS

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill (S. 1764) to amend the Emer-
gency Price Control Act of 1942 (Public
Law 421, 77th Cong.) as amended by the
act of October 2, 1842 (Public Law 729,
T7th Cong.).

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I
have three amendments which have been -
presented and printed, and I wish to offer
them. They are amendments to the
cotton textile section, and I desire to
have them acted on before  the main
amendment is acted on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the first amendment to
the committee amendment.

The LEeGISLATIVE CLERE. In the com-
mittee amendment on page 12, it is pro-
posed to strike out clause (2), beginning
with the figure “(2)” in line 6 and ending
with the word “item” in line 11, and in
lieu thereof insert the following:

(2) a generally fair and equitable allow-
ance for the total current cost of whatever
nature incident to processing or manufac-
turing and marketing such item, and when-
ever the Chairman of the War Production
Board or the War Food Administrator has de-
termined such item to be necessary for the
war effort or the maintenance of the clyilian
economy, such allowance shall be computed
at a uniform figure that will cover such total
current costs In the case of any manufacturer
or processor among the manufacturers or
processors of at least €0 percent by volume
of such item.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
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ment offered by the Senator from Ala-
bama to the amendment of the com-
mittee.

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, as was
said a few minutes ago by the able Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the
proposal before the Senate has bheen
pretty thoroughly discussed during the
past few days. I am about to offer a sub-
stitute for the so-called Bankhead
amendment. Before doing so I should
like to join with those who have ex-
pressed the feeling that if we yield to the
proposal of the Senator from Alabama,
stabilization will be wrecked, and the
stage set for all ravages of inflation.

I should like briefly to remind my col-
leagues that opposition to the amend-
ment now pending comes very forcefully
from the Office of Price Administration,
from the office of the Economic Stabili-
zation Director, the President of the
United States, and in tremendous vol-
ume from the people of the country. I
see in the adoption of the amendment,
as so many others have seen, a letting
down of the bars, a breaking of the line,
a complete destruction of the barrier
against runaway prices and wages. The
amendment singles out an industry
which is in some respect in trouble and
proposes to grant it special favors. In
my judgment, the problem is largely due
to a shortage of manpower. The wages
in this industry have been pitifully low,
and manpower is not attracted by dis-
tressingly low wages.

I cannot see how the Bankhead
amendment would aid the cotton farmer
one little bit. I join with those who
express the feeling that it would result
in a bountiful harvest for those engaged
in the textile industry. I am entirely
hostile to the views of thosz who ridicule
the singling out of an individual for spe-
cial attention. I am entirely hostile to
the suggestion that we would take 90
percent of this particular industry, or
any industry, and raise the prices for all
of them regardless of what the profit
situation might be in individual cases.

The Bankhead proposal is not a com-
plicated amendment. It seems very
clear to me. I think I understand the
purposes of those behind the amendment
and the noble aims of those who sponsor
it here. I want to aid the cotton farmer.
I want fto provide low-cost clothing, and
with that purpose in mind I send to the
desk and ask that it be read a proposed
substitute for the amendment offered by
the able Senator from Alabama [Mr.
BANKHEAD].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the
information of the Senate the clerk will
read the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Connecticut in the nature of a
substitute for the commitiee amend-
ment,

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. In lieu of the
committee amendment it is proposed to
insert a new section 201, as follows:

Skc. 201. The Stabilization Act of Oecto-,

ber 2, 1942, is amended by inserting after
section 3 the following new sgection 3 (a):
*“(a) The Economic Stabilization Director
-18 authorized and directed to coordinate the
activities of all the departments and agen-
cies of the Government concerned with the
production and distribution of essentlal tex-
tiles. apparel, and other textile products in
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effectuating a comprehensive national policy *

to increase the supply and improve the
quality of such essentlal products to the
maximum extent consistent with the effec-
tive prosecution of the war and the stabili-
zation of the cost of living, Special em-
phasis shall be given in the policy to the
production and distribution of low-cost chil-
dren’s clothing, work clothing, and other low=
cost staple textile products.

“{b) Every agency of the Government con-
cerned, directly or indirectly, with the pro-
duction or distribution of such essential tex-
tiles, apparel or other textile products is di-
rected, in cooperation with the Director and
with-each other, to utilize its full legal au-
thority to put the policy promptly into
effect. So far as each may be authorized by
law and to the fullest extent necessary to
effectuate the policy, It shall be the specific
duty and responsibility—

“(1) of the War Production Board to de-
velop adequate production and distribution
programs and to take appropriate action to
direct production, to grant priorities, and to
control the distribution of facilities, raw ma-
terials, and processed commodities so that,
as far as practicable without interference
with ofher needs of the war and the defense
program, essential textiles, apparel, and other
textile products (as designated by the War
Produetion Board in an extent sufficient to
effectuate the policy) shall be produced and
distributed in the proportions by price lines
and in the qualities (especlally durability)
in which they were produced and distributed
in an appropriate base period to be desig-
nated by the Economic Stabilization Direc-
tor;

“(2) of the War Manpower Commission to
take such action as may be appropriate to
avold shortages of manpower required by the
program;

“(8) of the Smaller War Plants Corporation
to take such action as will enable small
business concerns to participate to the full-
est extent practicable in the program; and

“(4) of the Office of Price Administration
(1) to establish, as far as may be practicable,
dollar-and-cents maximum retail prices for
the items designated by the War Production
Board, utilizing, where appropriate, mini-
mum specifications established by or in co=
operation with the War Production Board
and (2), to take such action as may be neces-
sary to remove price impediments to the
production or distribution of commodities
required by the program, including Increases
in maximum prices where no practicable
alternative exists to carry out the purposes
of this section and including reductions in
maximum prices either to offset such in-
creases or to prevent diversion from produc-
tion or distribution of commodities required
by the program,

“{c) From time to time, the Director shall
transmit to the Congress a report of opera-
tions under this section. If the Senate or
the House of Representatives is not in ses-
slon, such report shall be transmitted to the
Becretary of the Senate, or the Clerk of the
House of Representatives, as the case may be."

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, I do
not suppose there are individuals any-
where more interested in the success of
this program than the President of the
United States, the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Director, and the head of the Oifice
of Price Administration, unless it be the
distressed consumer, Before we under-
take to vote on the proposed substitute
I should like to say that the amendment
was drafted under the guidance of the
Office of Price Administration, that it has
the approval of the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Director, that it has the approval of
Donald Nelson of the War Production
Board, that it comes largely out of the
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intense efforts and interests of such or-
ganizations as the American Association
of University Women, the American
Home Economics Association, the direc-
tors of the National Consumers’ League,
the National Congress of Parents and
Teachers, the National Education Asso-
ciation, and the national board of the
Y. M. C. A. It has, of course, the ap-
proval and the support of countless other
organizations. I cannot think of where
there would be opposition to the pro-
posal. I should imagine that it would
have unanimous support. Its language
is simple. It speaks for itself.

Before the Senate votes upon the pro-
posed substitute I should like to point
out that for some time past the War
Production Board has been giving atten-
tion to this particular subjeect, to this
particular problem of the sore need for
a greater supply of lower-cost clothing.
The adoption of the substitute will force
or strengthen the hands of the War Pro-

duction Board. It will give impetus to

all those governmental agencies which
are so much interested in the subject. It
will be helpful to the Office of Price Ad-
ministration, and extremely helpful to
the American people.

Mr, President, I think it will be very
helpful to the American cotton farmer.
It will stimulate the production of these
so sorely needed materials and articles.
There is a crying demand for low-cost
work clothing, and other clothing., It is
not being purchased because it is not
on the shelves. The adoption of the sub-
stitute amendment will accelerate the
production of such clothing. Under the
priority and allocation powers of the War
Production Board that agency can di-
rect the manufacture of these so sorely
needed articles. The Office of War
Manpower can make a great contribution
if direcfed under some such language as
I here offer. The directions contained in
it to the Office of Price Administration
are clear. In my judgment, Mr. Presi-
dent, the adoption of the so-called Bank-
head amendment, offered in all sincerity
by a conscientious and able and good
Senator, will destroy the attempt to do
what he would do and what we would do,
but if there is a way to correct the situa-
tion pointed to in these last few days,
and to provide these things which are so
sorely needed by the American consumer,
I think that this is the way, and I urge
my colleagues to accept my amendment
in lieu of and in substitution for the so-
called Bankhead amendment,

Mr. GERRY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MALONEY. I yield.

Mr. GERRY. I always listen with a
great deal of interest and pay a great
deal of attention to any amendment of-
fered by the senior Senator from Con-
necticut, but I wish to ask him whether
the substitute amendment was submitted
to the committee.

Mr. MALONEY. No: the amendment
was not submitted to the committee.

Mr. GERRY. Is it printed?

Mr. MALONEY. An amendment al-
most ideatical in language was printed
several days ago. I had not submitted
the earlier amendment to the Office of
Price Administration. As the result of
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its printing the Office of Price Admin-
istration volunteered to find what they
had supposed was and which I agree is
much better language. It has, in sub-
stance, been hefore the Senate for a
period of several days. I know that it
has the hearty approval of the chairman
of the committee, and I suppose that no
member of the committee would object
to it, although there are some members
of the committee who would obviously
prefer the Bankhead amendment.

Mr. GERRY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. AIEEN. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Connecticut yield to the
Senator from Vermont?

Mr. MALONEY. I yield.

Mr, AIKEN. It is very difficult to re-
member everything contained in the
Senator’s substitute amendment, as it
was read, but as I listened to the reading
of it I wondered what was authorized
in the amendment that the War Produc-
tion Board and the Office of Price Ad-
ministration and the War Manpower
Commission do not already have full
authority to do. I know they have been
working together on some programs to
increase production, and that the O. P. A,
has agreed to an increase in the price,
which was necessary. I am wondering
what the Senator’s amendment would
authorize them to do, which they do not
already have full authorization to do.

Mr. MALONEY. Very little, if any,
additional power is provided by the
amendment. The direction is here.
The Congress, by the adoption of the
amendment, would set forth its views
clearly on what it wants these agencies
to do. It would call upon every inter-
ested agency of government to con-
tribute toward the solution of a most
aggravating situation. It would tell
them that Congress feels they might go
further toward the correction of a la-
mentable condition. I think the Sen-
ator’s suggestion is correct, namely, that
no actual additional powers are provided
by the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
‘ment offered by the Senator from Ala-
pama to the commiftee amendment.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, I wish
to say a few words on the Bankhead
amendment, and particularly on the
amendment just offered, before it goes
to a vote.

I wish to preface my remarks by saying
that we passed the Price Control Act
very shortly after Pearl Harbor. At that
timé the whole Nation was, in my opinion,
more united than it had been for months,
or than it has been since. At that time

- we knew we were getting into very seri-
ous difficulties. We knew then that a
great part of our Navy had been sunk.
We knew that thousands of American
lives had been lost as a result of the
sneak attack on Pearl Harbor. We had
every reason at that time to be & united
nation, united for the purpose of en-
acting in Congress measures conducive
to the adoption of a successful war pro-
gram and to the earliest possible conclu-
sion of the war.

Today I ask the question whether the
situation now confronting the United
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States of America is any less serious
than the situation was immediately
after Pearl Harbor? I ask the gquestion
whether, in the opinion of Senators, we
have not lost more American lives in
Italy and now in France in the last
week or so than were lost at Pearl Har-
bor? I ask whether there is now any
reason for relaxing the Price Control
Act?

It is evident, Mr. President, from what
has already happened, that today the
Senate-does not take the position it took
when it passed the Price Control Act.
It is evident that now we are ready to
weaken the act, to consider specific and
individual cases, and to consider sections
of the country, rather than the country
as a whole. In my opinion, we can ill
afford to do that at this time. I wish
to predict that if the Congress weakens
to any material extent the Price Control
Act and the Stabilization Act, Congress
will find itself supervising and superin-
tending inflation, rather than controlling
prices.

- Coming now to the Bankhead amend-
ment as originally reported to the Senate,
let us consider what it would do. It
would say to the Office of Price Adminis-
tration, first, that in fixing ceiling prices
on cotton textiles it should be deemed
that the parity price had been paid for
the cotton. Regardless of what price had
been paid, the O. P. A. would have to
cor;gider that the parity price had been
paid.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, will the

"Senator yield to me for a moment?

Mr. MURDOCEK. 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT. That is the provisic. in
the present Price Control Act. What the
Bankhead amendment would do would
be to modify it, and to say that if the
parity price for cotton had not been
paid, the price of the manufactured ar-
ticle should be reduced later on. But the
present Price Control Act provides that
the price must be fixed on a basiz which
will reflect the payment of the parity
price to the producer.

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes; andI have em-
phasized that point every time I have
spoken on this question. I have empha-
sized the point that the present law does
say that, and that it says it in the most
emphatic language which Congress pos-
sibly could write into the law. It says
that all ceiling prices on agricultural
commodities must be fixed high enough
to reflect the payment of the parity
price to the agricultural producer. The
0. P. A, tells us that the prices on tex-
tile products now are sufficiently high
to do that very thing. But the Bank-
head amendment departs from the lan-
guage of the present act, and says to the
O. P. A, that, regardless of whether the
parity price has been paid for cotton,
the O. P. A. must deem that it has been
paid.

The next factor involved is the man-
ufacturing costs. The pending Bank-
head amendment tells the O. P. A. that
it must first seleet 90 percent of the vol-
ume of production of cotton textiles,
and then must fix a production cost and
a marketing cost sufficiently high to
cover the cost of any manufacturer com-
ing within that 80 percent volume. That
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means, and can only mean, one thing,
namely, that the highest-cost producer
in the 90 percent volume of production
will have his costs become the costs for
the whole industry.

Let us consider that point for a mo-
ment. When we were considering this
matter before the committee we were told
that one large manufacturer who was
manufacturing carpets was told and di-
rected to convert to the manufacture of
duck. We were told that his cosis by
reason of that conversion of necessity
went up tremendously. Now let us cup-
pose that manufacturer’s production is
included in the 90 percent. Then, what
happens? The cost of production of the
whole industry will be raised to the cost
of that highest-cost manufacturer.
There can be no doubt about that. The
language is just as plain, simple, and
emphatic as it can be that that is the
v-ay to arrive at the production costs,
as the second factor.

The third factor is that, regardless of
factor No. 2, which unquestionably would
result in the payment of unconscionable
profits to low-cost manufacturers, there
still must be added on top of the other
two factors, according to the formula of
the Bankhead amendment, a fair and
reasonable profit. Then, the Bankhead
amendment proposes and directs that
the Office of Price Administration dur-
ing a period of 60 days shall adjust prices
according to the formula of the amend-
ment. Will any Senator supporting the
Bankhead amendment say that .that re-
vision of prices will not be a revision
upward? Of course not. Why? Ba-
cause, according to the author of the
amendment, all the present inventories
in the cotton mills have been purchased
at prices below parity. If the present
inventories have been purchased at
prices below parity, and adjustment of
ceiling prices by the O.. P. A. must be
made on the assumption that parity was
paid, will any Senator say that that will
not result in an upward revision of the
ceiling prices on textiles?

The next important step in the amend-
ment is this: After the adjustment has
been made during the first 60-day pe-
riod, then at the beginning of the period
after 120 days have elapsed following
the enactment of the act, cotton textile
prices will again be adjusted, and the
adjustment will be made for the ensuing
60 days—on what basis? On the basis
of the market value of cotton at the be-
ginning of the ensuing 60-day period

Yesterday I called the attention of the
Senate—and I call attention to it again
today—to the fact that the phrase “the
beginning of such period” is a very dan-
gerous phrase. I ask any Senator pres-
ent, if he knows what that phrase means,
to rise and tell the Senate. Does it
mean, Mr. President, the first day of the
period? Does it mean the first 3 days,
the first 5 days, the first week, or the
first 2 weeks of the 60-day period? I
asked the distinguished author of the
amendment what that language meant.
Did I get a responsive answer? No. In
my opinion I got no answer at all. The
Senator said that the average price might
be taken. But, Mr. President, the O. P. A.
must look to the language of the amend-



1944

ment, and the language of the amend-
ment is that ceiling prices for the en-
suing 60-day period must be based on
the market value of cotton at the begin-
ning of the 60-day period.

I do not know very much about how
the cotton markets are handled——

Mr. AUSTIN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Van-
pENBERG In the chair). Does the Senator
from Utah yield to the Senator from Ver-
mont?

Mr. MURDOCEK. I yield.

Mr. AUSTIN. I should like to ask the
Senator what he himself would regard
as the beginning of the period?

Mr. MURDOCK. I have given the
question careful attention and study, and
T can come to only one conclusion. That
is that the first day of the period would
be the beginning.

I do not know very much about the
marketing of cotton, but I have looked
at that phrase in the language of the
amendment from the standpoint of the
little experience I have had in markets.
Let us see what might happen. Let us
assume that 60 days have passed—the
first 60 days after the enactment of the
bill. According to the directive of Con-
gress, the O. P. A, would revise the ceiling
prices upward on the basis that parity
was paid for cotton. At the end of 120
days the ceiling prices must again be
adjusted. I ask any Senator present if
the following result could not flow from
the language of the amendment: Sup-
pose that at the beginning of the second
60-day period, when adjustments are to
be made, the cotton mills, or those who
actually buy the cotton, go into the mar-
ket on that day and bid the price of cot-
ton up to parity. That day is the be-
ginning of the period. The price of cot-
ton at the beginning of the period con-
forms to the formula of the Senator from
Alabama. So no downward adjustment
can be made. Why? Because at the
beginning of the period the price of cot-
ton is bid up, on that particular day, to
parity.

Then we would go along for 59 days——

Mr. BA Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MURDOCK, 1 yield.

Mr, BANKHEAD. I announced thatI
would offer an amendment to meet the
point raised by the Senator, which I
think is well taken. My amendment
would provide that the cost should be the
average cost during the last 4 weeks of
the period. =1

Mr. MURDOCK:. The Senator now
tells us that he has departed from the
language of the amendment. Why? Be-
cause it was uncertain; because it was
indefinite; and because, in my opinion,
when it was called to his attention and
to the attention of other distinguished
Senators supporting the amendment,
they decided that it would be conducive
to the worst kind of speculation in cotton.

Let us forget for a moment the pro-
posed amendment of the Senator. At
the beginning of the period the price of
cotton is bid up to parity. That is the
controlling price, on which the prices of
cotton textiles must be adjusted for the
next 60 days.

I ask Senators if during |
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that 60-day period the mills could build
up their inventories at a price below
parity. Of course, they could. What
would there be to stop them? %

Then, as the mills neared the end of
the 60-day period, and the beginning of
the next period became important, they
could go into the market on the first day
of the period and again bid up the
price of cotton to parity. My construc-
tion of the language of the amendment
is that if on 1 day in every 60-day period
cotton could be sold at parity, that price
would contrel the adjustment of price
ceilings. During the remaining 59 days
of the period the mills, buyers, and bro-
kers could depress the price of cotton,
and in each 60-day period could reap
an unconscionable windfall. The first
windfall would come during the first 120
days. How would it arise? It would
arise from the fact that the existing in-
ventories were all purchased at prices
below parity.

If the Congress of the United States
should adopt the amendment of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama, it
would not be saying to the farmers of the
South, “We are going to see that you get
parity for your cotton.” It would be say-
ing to the mills, “Your ceiling prices will
be adjusted on the basis of the assump-
tion that you paid parity for all the
cotton in your inventories, no matter
what price you may have actually paid
for it.”

Do we want to do that? Isthat a con-
tinuation of price control? Is that fair
and equitable to the other industries of
the country?  Is that putting money into
the pockets of the farmers, where we
say we want to put it? Or is it putting
money into the pockets of men who are
today receiving the highest profit they
have received since 1920, and giving them
a windfall to which they are certainly not
entitled? If the amendment were in the
interest of the cotton farmers of the
South, it would provide that if within
120 days, or 60 days, they failed to re-
ceive parity, there should be an adjust-

‘ment of textile prices downward. That

type of amendment would be justified
by the figures showing the profits of the
mills during 1942 and 1943.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? .

Mr. MURDOCK. 1 yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. It has been ex-
plained time and time again that that is
the proper construction and the real ob-
ject of the amendment. If the price of
cotton is not raised to parity, the esca-
lator clause comes into effect and brings
down the price ceiling to the extent that
the price of cotton is below parity.

Mr. MURDOCEK. That is the theory of
the amendment. I have pointed out,
and I repeat, that if at the beginning of
the period the price of cotton is bid up
to parity, there will be no adjustment.
The Senator says that he intends to of-
fer an amendment providing that the
price shall be the average price during
the last 4 weeks of the 60-day period. If
in the first instance the language was
bad, I assert that the new proposal cor-
rects the situation only for a 4-week pe-
riod. Why not say to the mills that if
the average price paid during the entire

’
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60-day period is not at parity the ceiling
price shall be reduced? : x:

There would be no reduction in prices
under the Bankhead amendment. Why?
Let us assume that the amendment
would accomplish all that the Senator
from Alabama desires it to accomplish,
namely, the paying of parity to farmers.
If that objective were attained, nothing
in the amendment would provide for any
adjustment downward subsequent to the
upward revision. The only reason for a
downward adjustment following the first
60-day period would be the reduetion of
the price of cotton below parity. I do
not refer to the beginning of the period,
but if during the last 4 weeks of the pe-
riod cotton should drop ‘below parity,
only in such event could there be an ad-
justment downward.

Mr. President, how could there be an
adjustment downward when, in consid-
ering 90 percent of the volume, every
manufacturer who came within such
volume, regardless of his costs, would
have to figure such costs as the costs for
the entire industry? .

The Senator now proposes to offer an-
other amendment. In my opinion, it is
illusory, deceiving, and will not help the
farmers. Furthermore, it would place
upon the O. P. A, in Washington a re-
striction which, in my opinion, would be
more unconscionable than that which
would be imposed by the language
which is now in the bill. Let us read
what it states, and give it careful con-
sideration. Also, allow me to invite at-
tention to the fact that there would be
no need for this language if the pre-
viously proposed language had not been
determined by our distinguished friend

. from Alabama to be not what he desired.

The amendment reads, in part, as fol-
lows:

A generally fair and equitable allowance
for the total current cost of whatever nature
incident to processing or manufacturing and
marketing such item— :

Mr. President, how much of a depar-
ture is that from the p-esent language?
There is no such word as “item"” in the
present laniguage. It is a departure from
what is considered generally to be fair
and equitable, based on specific items.

As the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ErLLenpER] asked us a few minutes ago,
if there is reason to do for the textile
industry what has been suggested, why
limit it to that industry alone? If the
proposed policy is correct, and is to be
substituted by the Senate for the present
policy, should we not take the long step.
and initiate a similar policy in behalf
of every.industry in America, and not
alone in behalf of the textile industry,
which has already received unconscion-
able profits? However, that is not the
worst feature of the amendment. Let us
see exactly what it would do.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MURDOCEK. 1 yield. "

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The Senator made
the statement that the proposed policy
should be extended to all producers of
raw material. Such extension would be
reasonable. Business corporations are
allowed to figure their costs and salaries,
and are allowed a profit. Such practice
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is followed generally throughout all in-
dustry, and by the middlemen who han-
dle goods, regardless of the kind of goods
they may happen to be., However, the
farmer is not to be allowed to figure his
cost of production, and is not to receive
wages for himself and his family. If
the proposal referred to is equitable it
should be extended to all industries.

Mr. MURDOCK. What the Senator
has stated is correct, and the farmers
should be included.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Other industries
have already received such considera-
tion.

Mr. MURDOCK. I admit that if any-
one is suffering in America today it is the
farmer. I am not, however, willing to
take money out of the pockets of the
American people and put it into the
pockets of the textile manufacturers,
who are already receiving unconscion-
able profits, under the subterfuge that
the money will go into the pockets of the
cotton farmers of the South. I may say
to the Senator from Minnesota, and to
the Senate, that I proposed in the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee that in-
stead of raising the loan value to 95 per-
cent of parity it should be raised to 100
percent of parity. Oh, no; 100 percent
of parity was not wanted. I know that
the gentlemen who so contended are sin-
cere gentlemen. Ihave no better friends
in the Senate than the Senators who are
sponsoring the pending amendment.
My affection for the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Banxueap] is as genuine as
it is for any other Senator. I have such
affection for two reasons, namely, be-
cause of his own fine qualities, and be-
cause I had the privilege of serving as a
Member of the House under his illus-
trious deceased brother, “Bill” Bank-
head. Anyone who knows the Senator
from Alabama cannot help having a
genuine and sincere affection for him.
But I cannot go along with the distin-
guished Senator on this amendment. I
proposed a 100-percent loan on cofton.
That would not mean that the Govern-
ment would have to take over any more
than it would have to take over under
a 95-percent or a 90-percent loan. It
would mean that if the farmers were
unable to obtain parity under a 90-per-
cent loan they would not receive it under
a 95-percent loan. Why? Because of
the small percentage of margin involved.

Yesterday I was sitting in the Chamber
listening with interest and sincerity to
my friend, the Senator from Alabama,
and I was called to the telephone. When
I reached the telephone I received the
announcement that Representative FoL-
MER, of South Carolina, one of*the larg-
est cotton-growing States in the Union,
at least an important cotton-growing
State, was on the other end of the line,
I expected Representative FuLMmErR to
take me to task. Why? - Because I was
not in favor of the Bankhead amend-
ment. But he did not take me to task.
He gave me the surprise of my life by
saying, “Senator, I wish to congratulate
you on the position which you have taken
for the cotton farmers of the South.”
When I had recovered my breath I asked,
“Just what do you mean, Representative
Former?” He is an old friend of mine.
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I sat with him in the other House for 8
years. He said, “The Bankhead amend-
ment is not intended and is not calcu-
lated. to obtain parity for the ecotton
farmers of the South. Your proposal of
a 100-percent loan is the correct solution
of the parity problem of the cotton farm-
ers of the South.”

Who is Representative FuLmer? He
is the chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representa-
tives. He has served on that committee
ever since I have known him; and I have
an idea that he knows something about
cotton; I have an idea he knows some-
thing about cotton farmers, and I have
an idea that he is correct in his con-
struction of the Bankhead amendment
that it will not put money into the pock-
ets of the cotton farmers but into the
pockets of the textile manufacturers.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield now?

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. From the informa-
tion I have received the textile manufac-
turer is not suffering. I am told that in
the stores of the city cotton gloves for
women about that long [indicatingl
which used to sell for $1 now sell for
$3.50. There is a great deal of complaint
about the high prices of cotton finished
goods.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield to me on that point?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I have not the floor.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I fully agree with
the Senator, and have made many com-
ments about it. I have pointed out that
the difficulty is not due to the fact that
the price of cotton goods cannot be re-
duced because they have a ceiling. It is
due to the converters and others after
they have bought cloth from the mills
and due to the failure of the O. P. A, to
put proper ceilings on articles made by
the middlemen. That is where the
trouble is. ;

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Then the trouble is
with the O. P. A.

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is what I say,
it is due to their absolute failure.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, that
is the remedy, and the O. P. A. have'all
the power now that they would have un-
der the Bankhead amendment to do that
very thing. We all receive, I assume, ev-
ery month or every week, or whatever the
period may be, a circular letter from the
City Bank of New York City. What does
it say? This morning it tells us that
wholesale prices have declined from what
they were a few months ago; that the cost
of living is slightly up, and the cost -of
food has gone down in the last month,
but the cost of clothing is still on the as-
cension. I ask what has happened to
clothing? I am not justifying the
price of cotton goods at the retail level,
I am not justifying the price of cotton
goods at the wholesale level; but, Mr.
President, if there is any information be-
fore the Banking and Currency Commit-
tee that is convincing it is that at the
mill level there is a sufficient profit to-
day to warrant the payment of parity to
the cotton farmers,

Mr, BANKHEAD, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield there?

Mr. MURDOCE. I yield.
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Mr. BANKHEAD. Assuming that fo
be true, does not the Senator agree that
it would be a total breach of duty on the
part of the O, P. A. if they permitted the
textile manufacturers an increase in
ceilings if they have sufficient money
with which to pay parity?

Mr. WILEY. Will the Senator speak
a little louder?

Mr. BANKHEAD. If they have suffi-
cient money, as the Senator stated, to
pay parity to the farmers, I ask him if
it would not be a total breach of duty on
the part of O. P. A. if they permitted
them to increase their ceiling prices?

Mr. WILEY. The Senator refers to
the textile manufacturers?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; the textile
manufacturers. That is what the Sen-
ator from Utah is talking about—the
cotton mills, If they have sufficient
money and the O. P. A. says they have it,
and I think on the over-all whole they
do have it, then there is no reason on
earth to increase the ceilings, and if they
are increased it will be done by action
of the O. P. A, This amendment does
not direct that to be done.

Mr. MURDOCK. O Mr., President,
the Senator misconstrues the plain lan-
guage of his amendment. How he can
take that position in the face of the
language of his amendment is incom-
prehensible to me. The language of the
Senator’s amendment is what? That
the ceiling price shall be adjusted by the
Price Administration within a 60-day
period on the basis that parity has been
paid to the cotton farmers. The Sena-
tor himself admits that parity has not
been paid.

Mr. BANKHEAD. No; but I admit
that the textile mills have the money
with which to pay it,

Mr. MURDOCE. Certainly, they
have the money.

Mr. BANKHEAD. We assume that if
they have it they can pay parity.

Mr. MURDOCEK. The Senator wants
now to give them more money.

Mr. BANKHEAD. No.

Mr. MURDOCK. That is what the
amendment does; it puts more money
into the pockets of the cotton mills with
the hope—and I might say with the
faith on the part of Congress—that the
attitude of the cotton mills will change
overnight and that they will begin to
dish out to the cotton farmers something
they have denied them month after
month under the present law.

Mr. DANAHER. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MURDOCEK. 1 yield to the Sena-
tor from Connecticut.

Mr., DANAHER. The Senator a few
moments ago told us that when in com-
mittee he proposed a 100-percent parify
loan rate on cotton “they told me”—and
I am now quoting the Senator from
Utah——

Mr. MURDOCK. That is right.

Mr. DANAHER. “They told me”"—and
then the Senator broke off with ref-
erences to whoever it was who told him
something, and he never did tell his col-
leagues what he was teld. Now what
did they tell the Senator from Utah when
he made that proposal?



1944

Mr. MURDOCK. I am very sorry, and
I am grateful to the Senator for calling
the attention of the Senate and my at-
tention to the fact that I did break off
there without concluding. What I was
told and what I was given to understand
was that to raise the loan on cotton to
parity would destroy the cotton ex-
changes, and because of that the Senator
frora Alabama and other Senators were
not in favor of a 100-percent loan.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I
think it is a totally unfair statement to
place the opposition solely on the ex-
changes as the Senator has done. Sen-
ators who were here yesterday heard me
go into that subject and say that it in-
volved many other considerations.

Mr. MURDOCK. I do not doubt that.

Mr. BANKHEAD. It involved the op-
position of the farm groups; it involved
the possibility of being unable to obtain
an appropriation of a billion or more
dollars; it involved the question of
whether we should provide for the
farmer getting parity for his cotton,
wheat, and oats, for the law applies to
them all; whether we should provide for
him getting his money in the market, or
whether we should force him to fake a
loan which is constantly increasing in
cost and reducing the value of his com-
modity by reason of storage charges, in-
terest charges, and other items.

Mr. MURDOCEK. I have no doubt
that tha able Senator from Alabama had
all the other factors in his mind; I have
no doubt that they all entered into his
decision against 100-percent loan; but
the only information which was con=-
veyed to me during the discussion was
that it would put the cotton exchanges
of the country out of business.

I have no doubt whatever that the
Senator from Alabama is not interested
in the cotton exchanges; I want to give
him credit for being sincerely interested
in the cotton farmers; I give him credit
for wanting to do nothing except to put
parity into their pockets for their cot-
ton, but I must take issue with him on
the formula under which he attempts
to do it.

Mr, WILEY., Mr. President——

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr, WILEY. For the benefit of some
of us who are not fortunate enough to
be on the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee and therefore did not hear the
facts presented in committee, I should
like to ascertain if there is not some basis
on which the opposition to the amend-
ment and those in favor of it may agree.
I understand definitely that it is the
consensus that everyone wants the cot-
ton farmer to get parity. Can we agree
on that?

Mr. MURDOCEK. I do not think there
is a Senator who is not anxious to bring
about that result.

Mr. WILEY. Can we agree on this,
that when the O. P. A. fixed prices for
the producers of textiles in the elements
entering into their calculation they took
into consideration the parity price.
That has been stated several times, and
I should like to know if it be true.

Mr. BANKHEAD. It is.
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Mr. MURDOCK. May I read to the
Senator——

Mr, WILEY. Will the Senator answer
yes or no? I want to clear my mind and
this is a discussion between ourselves.

Mr. MURDOCK. The question can
not be answered yes or no. If I were to
answer I would say that, of course, the
O. P. A. took into consideration that un-
der the Stabilization Act and under the
Price Control Act no ceilings on agricul-
tural products or products manufactured
substantially from agricultural prod-
ucts should be fixed at a level that would
not reflect parity to the producer.

Mr. WILEY. Then we can assume
further that the coiton producers have
not been receiving that which the tex-
tile producer has been receiving, which
should equitably go to the cotton pro-
ducer. Is that correct?

Mr. MURDOCEK. I should say that
not only ean we assume but we know that
the cotton farmer does not receive
parity.

Mr, WILEY. There was something
else in my question, namely, that the
textile manufacturer has been receiving
for his product that which equitably be-
longs to the farmer. That takes into
consider:.tion the element that when
there was fixed for him the price for
which he could sell his product, there
was the element that he would pay par-
ity to the farmer.

Mr. MURDOCEK. 1Ithink thatisa cor-
rect deduction.

Mr. WILEY. Lef us see if we can
agree on something else. The statement
is that before the war the textile pro-
ducers of the country were receiving
about 35 percent, Three and a half
percent of what?

Mr. MURDOCK. I think it was 3%
percent on sales.

Mr. WILEY. And the undisputed evi-
dence now seems to be that they are
receiving 82 percent. Can we agree on
that?

Mr. MURDOCE. Those are the fig-
ures which were before the committee.

Mr. BANKHEAD, I do not know

whether the figures are correct. Those

were figures supplied by someone in O.
P. A. We did not go into that question.
They just put in a general statement.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, I
have the floor, and I have not yielded to
anyone except the Senator from Wis-
consin.

Mr, MAYBANEK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Utah yield; and if so, to
whom?

Mr. MURDOCK. I yield to the Sen-
ator from South Carolina,

Mr. MAYBANK. I think what the
Senator from Wisconsin says would be
correct as to high-priced goods, but there
are no cheap goods on the market today,
so the mills are receiving nothing on
them.

Mr. WILEY., Can we agree further
that the failure of O. P. A. to provide
some method whereby the textile pro-
ducers would produce cheap goods, the
failure to do that, has resulted in the
country not having cheap goods?

Mr. MURDOCK. I should say, with
all due respect to my colleague from
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South Carolina, that the big factor in
the decrease in the consumption of cot-
ton by the mills, and the big factor in
low priced clothes leaving the shelves
of the merchants, is the shortage of
labor. That is the big factor, in my
opinion, and I think that is amply borne
out by the evidence before us. !

Mr. WILEY. Can we not agree that,
with the present available labor, a mill
will manufacture goods on which it can
make a profit, and refrain from manu-
facturing goods on which it cannot,
and because O. P. A, did not place ade-
quate ceilings on underwear, which we
all need, overalls, and so forth, the man-
ufacture of that type of goods was
stopped?

Mr. MURDOCK. I have a statement
with me which shows the yardage in
millions of linear yards, and the per-
centage of increases and decreases,
which I intend to put into the REecorb.
I am not willing to say that because of
price ceilings alone cheap work clothes
have left the shelves of the merchants.
I am not willing to agree to that.

Mr. WILEY. Does not the Senator
think that the shortage of labor is an
element? It is merely common sense,
if one is a manufacturer and has an
article on which he can make a profit,
for him to manufacture that, instead of
manufacturing an article on which he
cannot make a profit. The responsi-
bility lies with the O. P. A. in not fixing
adequate ceiling prices for articles such
as underwear and overalls, We can
agree on that, can we not?

Mr. MURDOCK. I am nof willing to
agree that that is the case. I am willing
to agree with the Senator that certainly
any man in the texile business who can
make a profit on one class of goods and
cannot make a profit on another class,
is probably going to manufacture the
type of goods or products on which he
makes the largest profit. I do not think
there is any question about that.

Mr. WILEY. We have agreed on
practically everything except this, and
can we not agree that the price fixed by
O. P. A. for the textile producers is, by
and large, a fair price, but that the
excessive price we have to pay to the
retailer is due to the O. P. A. failing to
fix prices from the textile producer to
the retailer?

Mr. MURDOCK. 1 think without

.question the O, P. A, has not fixed those

prices as efficiently as we would have
liked to have them do. I am willing to
agree to that.

Mr. WILEY. Then, we can agree, as
suggested by the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota, that the O, P. A. has
“missed the boat” in that particular, and
should get busy, for the sake of the con-
sumers of the country, to see that there
is not a hold-up all along the line, and "
should not the O. P. A. get busy, sec-
ondly, to fix an adequate ceiling for
the cheap goods, such as overalls and
underwear, so that the counfry could
be furnished with them? Should not
the O. P. A. do that?

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes; I am in full
agreement with that.

Mr, WILEY. Would a directive of the
legislature accomplish that?
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Mr. MURDOCK. I am quite sure it
would be taken notice of by O. P. A,
and they would do their best to accomp-
lish the result desired.

Mr. WILEY. Then, it seems to me
that between the Senator from Utah and
the Senator from Alabama—and I
thank the Senator from Utah for help-
ing me to clear the cobwebs out of my
mind—there seems to be one difference,
namely, that the Senator from Alabama
wants to accomplish what the Senator
from Utah wants to accomplish, and
the Senator from Utah wants to ac-
complish what the Senator from Ala-
bama wants to accomplish, but the Sen-
ator from Utah claims the amendment
of the Senator from Alabama will not
accomplish it, and the Senator from Ala-
bama says it will. Is there not some
way by which it can be made clearer (o
the others of us what will be accomp-
lished and what will not be accomplished
by the amendment? We have listened
for 2 or 3 days, and I suppose will listen

2 or 3 days more, and are right up

against the question: Will the job be
done which all of us want to have done?

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator knows
it will not be done unless we adopt the
pending am2ndment, or some similar
measure, :

Mr. WILEY. I thank the Senator
from Utah for yielding.

Mr. MURDOCK. Now we are back
where we started. I say to the Senator
from Wisconsin that, in my opinion, if
there is anything which will effectively
bring about what the Senator from Ala-
bama desires, it will be, as Representa-
tive PuLmEr indicated to me yesterday,
the establishment of a loan rate of 100
percent. The Senator from Alabama
says that it would take a billion dollars
to buy the entire crop of cotton, but I
take the position that there would be no
more cotton purchased under a 100-per-
cent-loan provision than there is under
the present 90-percent-loan provision.
So, in my opinion, we need not fear the
expenditure of a billion dollars if the
loan rate goes to a hundred.

Mr. MAYBANK. M. President, will
the Senator from Utah yield further?

Mr. MURDOCEK. I yield.

Mr MAYBANK. The last time, ac-
cording to my recollection, when there
was a 100-percent loan on cotton, was
in 1930, when, through the purchases of
the cooperative associations and others,
the price of cotton was to be pegged at
18 cents, and there was a loan. The
warehouses of the United States were
filled. Business ended. The coopera-
tive associations cculd not maintain the
businzss. The price of cotton stood at
that 18-cent level while the 100-percent
purchase loan was ir. effect. Two years
later the price of cotton was 5 cents.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Utah yield?

Mr., MURDOCK., I yield.

Mr. MOORE. I understand from the
Senator from Utah that the same thing
can be done now by the Price Adminis-
tration that is sought to be done by the
amendment of the Senator from Ala-
bama. Am I correct?

Mr. MURDOCK. I think the Price
Administration would have no more
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power under the Bankhead amendment
than it has now.

Mr. MOORE. Then, the injustice that
is being done, according to the Senator
from Alabama, is being done merely be-
cause of the arbitrary position of the
Price Administration. Is that correct?

Mr. MURDOCK. No; I think the in-
justice being done is due to the selfish-
ness and the unwillingness of the oper-
ators of cotton textile mills to give the
farmer his parity price, which they could
well afford to do under the present ceil-
ing prices.

Mr. MOORE. Does the Senator un-
derstand, then, that now the prices of
certain articles of the textile mills, as

fixed by the ceilings, are so low that it is -

unprofitable to manufacture them at all?

Mr. BANKHEAD. And drive them out
of the market,

Mr. MOORE. Then, I wish to go fur-
ther——

Mr. MURDOCK. Let me answer the
Senator’s question. He has asked a
question, and I wish to answer it. I
should say that if we look at specific
items, that is the case, but in the law we
did not ask the O. P. A. to look at specific
items. In the law we told them in plain
language to fix ceiling prices which
would be fair and equitable.

Mr.MOORE. That isthe pointexactly.
That was the intent of Congress, and
having bestowed upon the Price Admin-
istration that authority, the Price Admin-
istration has administered it in such a
manner that they have driven the over-
all and the work-shirt manufacturers ocut
of business. They have put the prices up
so high on some items, and so low on
others, that they have produced discrim-
ination. Since discrimination has been
produced in various activities, then what
else is to be done except for Congress spe-
cifically to restrain the Price Adminis-
trator from placing ceilings so low as to
drive these manufacturers out of busi-
ness? That is what I am talking about
in respect to the oil industry. When an
administrative agency has been given the
power to fix prices so that an industry
can live and make a reasonable profit and
stay in business, and when the agency
administers its power in such a way that
such a result is not effected, then what
way remains to save the industry except
for it to come to Congress and ask Con-
gress to enact legislation which will re-
strain the agency within such boundaries
as are established with respect to it?

Mr. MURDOCEK. The Senator from
Oklahoma has a right to come to the con-
clusion at which he has arrived, He has
adopted certain premises with which I
do not agree.

Mr. MOORE. Is that not the theory of
the Bankhead amendment?

Mr. MURDCCE. The theory of the
Bankhead amendment, as I understand
it, is that by increasing prices to the tex-
tile manufacturers, they in their turn,
because of a change of heart, will pay
parity prices to the cotton farmers. With
that I do not agree.

Mr, BANKHEAD, Does not the Sena-
tor realize that the amendment does not
propose a uniform increase in prices to
the textile mills, but on the contrary, pro-
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poses to give increased prices to mills on
those items which are now so low that the
mills cannot continue to operate and pro-
duce them, and proposes to bring down
excessive prices on other items?

Mr. MURDOCEK. My answer to the
distinguished Senator is that what he
says his amendment will do, does not
square or conform fo the language of the
amendment.

Mr. BANKHEAD. It will do what we
say it will do, if the O. P. A. complies with
it. It all depends on the O. P. A.

Mr. MURDOCK. I know that the dis-
tinguished Senator takes that position,
but I must disagree with him. I return
now to what I was saying a while ago,
and hope I may be able to finish my
statement in a few minutes.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MURDOCE. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I am very much in-
terested in this discussion. As I under-
stood it, the last statement made by the
Senator from Alabama in response to the
Senator from Utah was that whether the
adoption of the amendment would re-
sult in what was claimed for it depended
on the good faith of the Office of Price
Administration. Is that correct?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; that is what
I said.

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to propound a
question to the Senator from Utah. If
we assume that the success of the amend-
ment depends on the good faith of the
Office of Price Administration in admin-
istering it, does the Senator from Utah
feel that the amendment offered by the
Senator from Alabama is in the proper
language?

Mr. MURDOCK. In my opinion there
could not have been presented anything
in the way of an amendment to the
price-control measure which would be
much more inflationary than the Bank-
head amendment. That is my conclu-
sion,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for another question?

Mr. MURDOCE. Yes.

Mr. WHERRY. Would the adoption of
the amendment generally give parity to
the cotton producer, and .in instances,
where it would not give parity would it
reduce the wholesale price to the proec-
essors in the same proportions?

Mr. MURDOCK. I do not believe 1
follow the Senator.

Mr, WHERRY. It is my understand-
ing that the Bankhead amendment does
two things. One is that it gives parity
to the cotton producer. The second is
that where parity is not paid, that the
wholesale price is reflected by a decrease
in line with the amount under the parity
price at which the processor buys the
cotton from the producer. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. MURDOCK., No; I should say that
is not correct.

Mr. WHERRY. What is the Senator’s
interpretation of it?

Mr. MURDOCEK. My interpretation
of the Bankhead amendment is simply
this, that in fixing selling prices on cotton
textiles, if the amendment is adopted,
first the Price Control Administration
must assume that the mills have paid
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parity for the cotton. Second, that 90
percent of the production volume of the
cotton manufacturers must be taken and
the costs ascertained item by item.
After finding the cost of the highest-cost
producer in the 90-percent volume, the
cost of the entire industry item by item
is fixed based on that cost. Third, after
adding together the parity price of cot-
ton and the cost to produce, then there
is another addition in the way of a rea-
sonable profit to every manufacturer.

Mr. WHERRY. When the price is
finally stabilized on that basis, then the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from Alabama provides that
parity shall be paid, because the Office
of Price Administration has permitted
the textile manufacturers to pay that
price in establishing the costs. Is that
correct?

Mr. MURDOCK. Where does the
farmer come out?

Mr. WHERRY. In the event the tex-
tile processor does not pay parity, is his
ceiling reduced by the amount at which
he purchases the cotton below the parity
price?

Mr. MURDOCEK. The language of the
amendment is that if at the beginning
of the 60-day period the market value
of cotton is at parity, then, of course,
there will be no adjustment.

Mr. WHERRY. . Yes.

Mr. MURDOCK. The Senator from
Alabama has submitted an amendment
which calls for the average price for the
last 4 weeks. If at the beginning then
of the 60-day period the average price
of the last 4 weeks of the preceding
period is parity, the price is continued
at that level. There is no provision in
the measure, so long as that price is at
parity, for bringing prices down.

Mr., BANKHEAD. That is all the
farmer wants, is it not?

Mr, MURDOCK, Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Then, why is the
Sengtor criticizing the farmer?

Mr. MURDOCEK. I am not criticizing
anyone or anything. I am stating the
only conclusion, Mr. President, I can
arrive at, while still retaining the highest
regard for the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MURDOCK. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I believe the result
of this discussion for the last 2 or 3 days,
as it was in the Committee on Banking
and Currency, has been to emphasize
that we do have a problem which needs
to be dealt with. Also, that everyone
wants to find the answer to the problem.
T wish to ask the Senator if he agrees on
the proposition, first, that today the
farmer is not receiving parity for his
cotton.

Mr. MURDOCEK. Yes.

Mr. McCLELLAN, That has been
thoroughly established, has it not?

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes; I have agreed
to that, I should say, at least twice before
in my argument.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is it also conceded
that today all ceiling prices of textile
products are based on parity for the cot-
ton so as to reflect parity to the farmer,
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and is it not so admitted by the O. P. A,
authority?

Mr. MURDOCK. The O. P. A. claims
that the ceiling prices established by
them on cotton textiles are sufficiently
high generally to reflect parity to the
cotton farmers.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words,
that means that the cotton farmer could
be paid parity for his cotton on the basis
of ceiling prices now established?

Mr. MURDOCEK. Under the present
law there can be no doubt as to that.

Mr. M Very well. Then,
under the present administration of the
law and the facts which are conceded,
that does leave a windfall of profit some-
where, does it not?

Mr. MURDOCK. 1 should say that it
leaves a very unconscionable windfall of
profits.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Very well. If, due

‘to the fact that the farmer is not paid

parity for his cotton by mills or by those
who purchase the cotton, that windfall
exists, then the windfall of profits is ulti-
mately passed on to and hurts the con=
sumer, does it not?

Mr. MURDOCK. Yes,

Mr. McCLELLAN. Ultimately it comes

-out of the consumer?

Mr, MURDOCK. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Very well. On that
premise, to which we agree up to now——

Mr, MURDOCK. Does the Senator
agree with all the statements he is mak-
ing?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do.

Mr. MURDOCK. All right. I want
the Senator to remember that he has
agreed to those statements.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am agreeing to
that statement for the purpose of this
question: If that be correct, then I ask
the Senator if this injustice to American
consumers exists by reason of present
conditions? I am not taking into ac-
count now the shortage of clothing, but
merely the fact that on the articles now
being processed from cotton, and ulti-
mately sold tc consumers, there is a great
windfall of profit. Does not the Senator
agree with me that that condition is one
which should be corrected immediately?

Mr. MURDOCEK, Yes.

Mr., McCLELLAN. Very well. The
O. P. A. has been administering the law
for the past 2 years, and this condition
has obtained substantially all that time—
namely, that the price of cotton has not
been up to the parity price, but the ceil-
ing prices have been based on the parity
price.

Let me now ask the Senator if he
agrees with me that under the present
law the O. P. A, does have sufficient
power and authority to correct the con-
dition we have just described. _

Mr. MURDOCK. No; I certainly do
not think it has.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If it does not have
sufficient authority to do so, does not
the Senator believe we should give it
sufficient power, or should set up some
formula by way of legislation whereby it
could be corrected?

Mr, MURDOCK, I think that cer-
tainly should be done if it can be done,
and I think it can be done.
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Very well; the
Senator agrees that it should be done.

If we in the Congress do nothing about
it, then what hope is held out to the
consumers and to the cotton farmers?
Can the Senator offer us any hope as to
the future administration of the law by
the O. P. A, based on its record in the
past, on this particular problem? What
hope is offered to the Senate, what hope
is offered to the country, what hope is
offered to the consumer, what hope is
offered to the cotton farmer, that these
injustices will be remedied if the Con-
gress does not act?

I should like to have the Senator’s
opinion on that matter, because I think
the condition is a serious one. I say to
the Senator and to my other colleagues
that I do not wish to have anything done
which will tear down whatever good we
are accomplishing by the stabilization
program. But when we come to an in-
justice which we all agree works a hard-
ship such as this, when someone is get-
ting a windfall of profit which is com-
ing out of the pockets of the consumers,
when the original producer does not re-
ceive the price which it is intended he
shall receive, and the price upon which
the price ceilings are based, can we jus-
tify inaction, unless there is some defi-
nite hope that the situation will be cor-
rected by the present authorities who are
authorized and directed to administer
the act?

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr, President, be-
fore I answer the Senator’'s question, I
should like to ask him a question. Does
the Senator believe in price control?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I certainly do. In
answer to that question, I say to the Sen-
ator that before the hearings on this bill
were concluded and before this amend-
ment was offered, I made a brief radio
address in my State, a little more than
a month ago, in which I said—and I say
this to the Senator now—that I was go-
ing to'vote for continuation and exten-
sion of the Price Control Act and the
Stabilization Act, irrespective of whether
any amendments were adopted. And I
am, I took that position before this
amendment was presented, and before I
knew it'was being considered.

Mr. MURDOCK. I know the Senator
was very sincere in that respect. In my
answer to his question I will assume the
very premises he has laid down, one of
which is that the cotton farmer is not
receiving the parity price for his cofton,
and has not received it, and the other
of which is that under the O. P, A, the
present ceiling prices on textiles are
based on the parity price for cotton, and
are fixed with the idea that the profits
to the textile manufacturers are sufii-
ciently high to enable the parity price to
be paid to the farmers. Up to that point
the Senator from Arkansas and I agree.

Now the Senator from Arkansas, in
supporting the Bankhead amendment,
and the Senator from Alabama seek
action on the part of the Senate in
order to give the parity price to the cot-
ton farmers. The means by which they
are going to do that is to boost again the
prices received by the textile manufac-
turers, who already are getting more
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than they are entitled to, according to
the premises laid down by the Senator
from Arkansas. e

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr, MURDOCK. I will not yield until
I finish my answer. Then I shall yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Very well. >

Mr, MURDOCK. My answer to the
Senator’s question as to a remedy for
the condition is that we should not add
to the already large profits of the textile
manufacturers; but if we would put the
Bankhead amendment in reverse, and
say to the O, P. A, that unless the parity
prices are paid to the farmers there will
be an adjustment within a 60-day period,
and that textile prices shall be revised
downward, then what would happen?
The farmers would receive the parity
price for their cotton.

But under the remedy suggested by
the Bankhead amendment, under the
remedy which seems to be supported by
the able junior Senator from Arkansas,
the desire is to add, at the mill level,
additional money for the textile manu-
facturers in the hope that out of their
love for the cotton farmers they will pay
them the parity price.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MURDOCK. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator has
indulged in an assumption, when he says
I am interested in the mill owners.

Mr, MURDOCEK. I did not say that.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Very well; I mis-
understood the Senator, and I stand cor-
rected.

What I wish to point out, in view of
the Senator’s explanation and his state-
ment that we wish to have the prices re-
vised downward, in the event that within
60 days the mills do not pay the farmers
the parity price, is that if the prices are
not revised downward, there will be a
continuation of the present situation,
under which the Senator admits that a
very large windfall of profit has been
going to someone,

Mr. MURDOCK. But when would
prices be revised downward under the
Bankhead amendment? )

Mr. McCLELLAN. That would be done
within 60 days. It gives them an op-
portunity to adjust the prices within
themselves.

I do not know that this plan will re-
sult in having the farmer receive the
parity price for his cotton. That is not
my primary concern, although I should
like to see the cotton farmers receive the
parity price for their cotton, because all
other agricultural commodities now sell
for the parity price, and I should like to
see the price of this particular agricul-
tural product brought to the parity
price, in justice to the men, women, and
_ children who labor to produce it. I think
they are entitled to it. But I should like
to point out that if the cotton farmers
are not to receive the parity price for
their eotton—and cotton is now selling
at a cent and a quarter or a cent and a
half below the parity price—I do not
wish to have the parity price charged to
the man who buys the consumer goods.

I do not care how it is worked out. If
the amendment will accomplish the de-
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sired result, it is a good amendment to
the bill. There are honest differences of
opinion as to whether it will actually
bring about that result, But if it will
bring it about, it is a good amendment,
and should be adopted, unless the Sena-
tor or the O. P. A. or someone else can
give the American people hope that this
condition will be remedied under existing
law, If existing law is not adequate to
do it, or if it is adequate but there is no
hope that it will be done, then the re-
sponsibility is on the Congress to take
action, either by this amendment or by
some other amendment, so as to remedy
the condition.

In this connection, if the Senator will
pardon me for a moment more—I did not
wish to speak about this before, and I do
not wish to take much of the Senator’s
time—I should like to say that I under-
stood the Senator to say a while ago that
he did not necessarily agree, with re-
spect to the claim of a shortage of work
clothes, that they had gone off the
shelves. The Senator thinks there has
been some effect, at least, does he not?

Mr. MURDOCK. I did not agree as to
the cause of that removal.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator
agrees that they are off the shelves, but
he does not agree as to the cause.

Mr. MURDOCEK. That is correct.

Mr, McCLELLAN. I am not fully ad-
vised as to that. However, my impres-
sion is, as has been stated many times in
the course of this discussion, that the
reason such articles are not being manu-
factured is that it is more profitable to
manufacture higher-priced goods under
present ceiling prices of the O. P, A. If
that be true, it is a natural consequence
that the higher-priced goods should be
manufactured, because there is more
profit in them. I understand that the
ceilings on cheaper goods, such as work
clothes, particularly, are so low that they
cannot be manufactured at a profit. I
heard the discussion in the Senate yes-
terday. I wish to mention this point
while I am discussing this phase of the
bill. The claim is that if we adopt the
amendment and the farmer receives
parity and there is production of work
clothes, prices will be increased, and
therefore those of us who are inclined to
support the amendment as being the
best hope for a remedy we can find are
accused of raising the prices which work-
ing men must pay. In that connection, I
mention the statement now being made
by the O. P. A. Director that the ultimate
cost to the consumer will be increased by
$350.000,000.

Although the result might be to raise
the price of a pair of overalls or a work
shirt by a few cents, it is my belief that
in the long run the few extra cents paid
by the farmer or the laboring man for a
shirt or a pair of overalls would actually
be an economy, in contrast with the situ-
ation in which he now finds himself. He
is'now compelled to buy more costly shirts
and other garments, which are of less
durability for purposes of work clothes,
Therefore, even if he should have to pay
a few cents more, if we can stimulate the
production of work clothes, in the end he
will have more durable goods, goods de-
signed and intended to be used for work
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clothes, instead of having to spend far
more money for higher-priced, less dura-
ble goods. At the end of the year he
would be money ahead. In my judg-
ment, the consumers of utility cotton
goods would realize a profit from the
Bankhead amendment if more of such
goods were produced, as compared with
present existing conditions.

I should like to ask a further question.
Does the Senator have any information
from the O. P. A, either as a result of the
hearing or as a result of personal contact
or otherwise, which enables him to hold
out hope to the country, to farmers and
consumers, that if no action is taken by
the Congress the conditions which we
have described will be remedied?

Mr, MURDOCK. Let me say to the
distinguished Senator that I am informed
that the O. P. A. is now cooperating with
the War Production Board to accomplish
the very thing he mentions, namely, a
stimulation in the production of low-
priced garments.

Referring to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANK-
HEAD] to the committee amendment, in
my opinion, instead of helping the
amendment, instead of clarifying it, it
simply adds confusion to what in my
opinion is a bad amendment. He pro-
poses to substitute for item 2 in his for-
mula the following:

(2) A generally fair and equitable allow-
ance for the total current cost of whatever
nature incident to processing or manufactur-
ing and marketing such item.

He uses the language “generally fair
and equitable,” but he changes its appli-
cation from an application to the indus-
try, as a whole to an application to spe-
cific items, which, of course, is a very
material change. Then he does away
completely, in my opinion, with all the
virtue which anyone could possibly imag-
ine in the amendment, by adding the fol-
lowing language:

And whenever the Chairman of the Wai
Production Board or the War Food Adminis-
trator has determined such item to be neces-
sary for the war effort or the maintenance of
the civilian economy, such allowance shall be
computed at a uniform figure that will cover
such total current costs in the case of any
manufacturer or processor among the manu-
facturers or processors of at least 90 percent
by volume of such item.

What does that add to the Bankhead
amendment? It simply says, Mr. Presi-
dent, that if there are any items at the
mill level which are not necessary to our
civilian economy or to the war program,
he would apply to such items the “gener-
ally fair and equitable” language. But
the moment the Chairman of the War
Production Board or the War Food Ad-
ministrator says that a certain item of
textile construction is necessary to the
civilian economy or to the war program,
the other formula is applied, namely,
that the costs of production on that par-
ticular item must be the highest costs
among the manufacturers or processors
lor 90 percent of the production of such
tem.

I ask, Mr. President, if anything in the
nature of an equitable modification of
the amendment is accomplished by
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adding such language? Unless it were
desired to apply the 90-percent formula,
it would be impossible for the Chairman
of the War Production Board or the Food
Administrator to say that an item was
necessary either to the civilian economy
or to the war program. In my opinion,
as I previously stated, the amendment
would simply add confusion to an already
bad condition.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks certain schedules and
figures shown on page 14 of a statement
issued by the Office of Price Administra-
tion.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Change in production of broad woven cotton
fabries from first to fourth quarter, 19432

Yard Per-

age? |centage

LR nT D IO B e S ) -1

Narrow sheetings and allied fabrics. =1L1

e R R —10.9

8 = +6.7

Birdseye dispereloth . oo eeeneaon +22.6

Print-cloth yarn fabrics, total. . —8.5

Fancy gr{nt cloth. . ~14.2

iaper cloth e LT

]pped fahriw ...................... +8.5
oted-yun cotton goods and alJlecl

brics =167

ims -17.5

Bed tickings =110

BLET0 T AR S O Wl -10.1

QGinghams. =34.1

Fine cotton goods. _ A —16.4

Twills and gahlmlln ik —31.1

Towels, toweling, and wash cloths -13.1

Wide cotton fabries, total__ .. -13.2

Specialties and other Abrics.....eaeu-- +7 +7.2
Total, broad woven cotton

T M W S N, =330 =116

1 Bource: Bnmn of the Census, Facts lor Iudustry,
sorles 32-2-1, Apr, 4, 1044,
2 Millfon linear yards

Mr. MURDOCEK. I wish to read tothe
Senate the following statement by the
Office of Price Administration:

The most serious criticlsm expressed at
the hearings was the charge that existing
textile ceilings are preventing or have pre-
vented cotton from reaching parity. If this
charge were well-founded, it would, of course,
mean that the ceiling prices have been in
violation of law.

0. P. A. has given the most intensive study
to this question. All the evidence bearing
upon the movement of cotton prices which
it has been able to gather, or which has
been submitted to it, shows that the charge
is unfounded—that cotton prices have not
‘been prevented from rising by textile ceil-
-ings. This evidence is considered below in
connection, first, with mill earnings, second,
with the large carry-over of cotton, and,
third, with the current operating demand of
the mills for cotton, as determined by the
volume of textiles they are able to produce.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the ReEcorp at this
point as a part of my remarks all the re-
mainder of page T of the statement from
which I have been reading.

There being no objection, the matter
referred to was ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

A. MILL EARNINGS

Is the price of cotton below parity be-

cause the textile companies cannot pay more
XC—354
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for cotton? The evidence against such a
contention is overwhelming.

The abllity of the mills to pay higher
prices for cotton, and indeed to pay higher
than parity prices, can be shown by a com-
parison, first of all, of mill earnings in the
year 1942 with representative peacetime earn-
ings and then by a comparison, based on a
somewhat smaller sample, of 1943 earnings
with those of 1942,

The immediate comparison of 1942 earn-
ings is with earnings In the years 1936-39.
The claim was made before the Committee
that this was an unfavorable period for the
cotton-textile industry. The figures, how-
ever, do not bear this out. It would be
necessary to go back nearly 20 years to find a
span of years more favorable, In terms of
dollar profits, to the cotton manufacturers.
During the 1936-39 period, the industry
made more than 3 percent on sales and more
than 4 percent on net worth.

Here are the figures for 1040, 1941, and
1942, compared with those for 1936-39.
The figures are based on a sample of 148
cotton-textile companies which had in 1942
more than a billion dollars of sales.

Mr. MURDOCK, I wish toread tothe
Senate some very brief figures relative
to profits which are now being made by
the textile industry.

The index of sales covers the period
1936 to 1939, the average being fixed at
100. We find that in 1940 the sales were
110; in 1941 the sales were 170; and in
1942 the sales were 234,

Considering the index of dollar profits
before income taxes, taking 148 textile
companies and the period of 1936 to 1939
as a base of 100, we find that for 1940 the
index of dollar profits was 176; for 1941,
546; and for 1942, 963.

In other words, the dollar profits be-
fore income taxes, compared with the
period 1936 to 1939 as a base, were 963,
or approximately 9 fimes greater than
they were during the base period.

Let us consider the index of dollar
profits before income taxes, as related
to 2,460 industrial corporations. Still
using the base period of 1936 to 1939 as
100, we find that in 1940 the dollar profits
were 147; in 1941, 261; and in 1942, 306.

The remaining figures on this page
bear out the same relationship, and I ask
unanimous consent that they, together
with the ones which I have already read,
be inserted in the REecorp at this point
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the matter
referred to was ordered to be printed in
the REecorp, as follows:

(avomaoey | 1940 | 1041 | 1042
Indexofsales. . _.._... 100 | 110 | 170 234

Index of dollar profits be-
fore income taxes (148
textile companies)..._. 100 | 176 | 546 | 963

Index of dollar profits be-
fore income taxes (2,460
industrial corpora-

SORS) . o L e 100 | 147 | 261 304
Profits before taxes of tex-
tile cumpamss asa per-
centage of:
T b s el 3.6 | 5.6|11.3| 4.5
Networth.......... 43| 7.8 | 229 | 34

Index of dollar profits
after income taxes (148
textilecompanies).. 100 | 166 | 419 404

Index of dollar protlts
after income taxes
(2,460 induostrial cor-
POrations) . aoceoceeaaae 100 | 126 | 163| 147
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The dollar profits before income taxes
realized by textile mills in the year 1842 were
equaled only in the First World War in 1918
and 1919. i

It should be emphasized that this pros-
perity was well diffused throughout the in-
dustry. In 1936-39 this had not been true.
Of the 148 companies, 30 companies, dolng
20 percent of the sales volume, lost money
in that period. An additional 73 of the
companies, doing 51 percent of the sales
volume, earned before taxes less than 5 per-
cent on sales. Thus companies doing 71 per=
cent of the sales volume earned less than b
percent on sales. In 1942, on the other hand,
every company In the sample, without a
single exception, made a profit. Only 19
of the companies, accounting for only 6
percent of the sales volume, earned less than
7.5 percent on sales, a volume which had
risen by 134 percent. How remarkable this
performance is can best be grasped when
it is remembered that in the period from
1921 to 1939 an average of only 50 percent
of the mills reporting to the Bureau of In-
ternal Revenue showed any profit at all,
In no single year between 1921 and 1939
-?éd the percentage making profits rise above

O. P. A. has given the most intensive study
to this question. All the evidence bearing
upon the movement of cotton prices which
it has been able to gather, or which has been
submitted to it, shows that the charge is
unfounded—that cotton prices have not been
prevented from rising by textile cellings.
This evidence is considered below in con-
nectlon, first, with mill earnings; second,
with the large carry-over of cotton; and,
third, with the current operating demand of
the mills for cotton, as determined by the
volume of textiles they are able to produce.

A, MILL EARNINGS

Is the price of cotton below parity be-
cause the textile companies cannot pay more
for cotton? The evidence against such &
contention is overwhelming.

The ability of the mills to pay higher
prices for cotton, and indeed to pay higher
than parity prices, can be shown by a com=
parison, first of all, of mill earnings in the
year 1942 with representative peacetime
earnings and then by a comparison, based
on a somewhat smaller sample, of 1943 earn=-
ings with those of 1942,

The immediate comparison of 1942 earn-
ings is with earnings in the years 1936-30,
The claim was made before the committee
that this was an unfavorable period for the
cotton textile industry. The figures, how-
ever, do not bear this out. It would be nec-
essary to go back nearly 20 years to find a
span of years more .favorable, in terms of
dollar profits, to the cotton manufacturers.
During the 1936-39 period, the industry
made more than 3 percent on sales and more
than 4 percent on net worth,

Here are the figures for 1840, 1941, and
1942, compared with those for 1836-39. The
figures are based on a sample of 148 cotton
textile companies which had in 1942 more
than a billion dollars of sales.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr, President, I
fully agree with the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. McCreELLAN] and the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr. Bankaeap] that
if there is anything which Congress can
do to insure, indubitably, parity for the
cotton farmers it should be done. I think
the surest method and, according to the
gentleman from South Carolina, Repre-
sentative FurLmer, the safest method
would be to raise the loan rate on cotton
to 100 percent of parity. That would not
mean that the Government would have to
buy the entire crop; it would mean that



5616

without any question the farmers would
be paid parity for their cotton.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that the time has come when we
should vote on the amendments to this
bill. I believe that every Member has
made up his mind as to how he will vote,
I further believe that it explains the rea=
son for such sparse attendance of Sena-
tors during the debate. I had hoped that
we could complete consideration of the
bill today. Inow serve notice on the Sen-
ate that if we do not complete considera-
tion of the bill today we shall have to hold
a session tomorrow. I hope that Senators
will forego further speeches until after
the vote has been taken. I am foregoing
my right to inflict upon the Senate a
visitation of my views on the subject, and
I hope that other Senators will do like-
wise, with the purpose in mind of bring-
ing to a close consideration of the pend-
ing legislation. The time is growing short
in which to pass legislation through both
Houses and have it reach the President in
time to be acted upon before a voluntary,
official, formal, or informal exodus takes
place from this city on the part of states-
men who dwell here. Therefore, I urge
the Senate to get down to brass tacks and
to begin voting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr, BANK-
HEeap] to the pending committee amend-
ment.

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, do I
understand that we are now about to
vote on the so-called perfecting amend-
ment? ’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The question is on agreeing fo the
amendment of the Senator from Ala-
bama to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr.President, there
are two more perfecting amendments to
which I believe there will be no objec-
tion. I send fhe first one to the desk and
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment of the Senator
from Alabama to the committee amend-
ment,

The CuieF CLERK, In the committee
amendment on page 13, after line 20, it
is proposed to insert the following:

Whenever the maximum price established
for sales at any subsaquent level of manu-
facture, processing, or distribution of any
commodity which is constituted in whole
or substantial part of any textile item is in
excess of a price which in the judgment of
the Administrator will provide a generally
fair and equitable margin at such level of
manufacture, processing, or distribution, then
the Administrator may reduce such maximum
price to any price which in the judgment of

the Administrator will provide a generally fair |

and equitable margin at such level.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Alabama to
the committee amendment.

Mr. NEY. Mr. President, I
should lik: to be sure that we are pro-
ceeding in the proper manner.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair hopes that the statement of the
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Senator from Connecticut is no reflection
upon the Chair.

Mr. MALONEY. If so, it is only a mild
reflection. I should like to be sure that
we are not being asked to vote on these
amendments, consisting of the one which
has just been read and the remaining
oue which is to be proposed. As I un-
derstand, the Senator from Alabama has
the right to modify his own amendment.

Mr. BARKLEY, Not after the yeas
and nays have been ordered on the
original amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dif-
ficulty is that the yeas and nays have
been ordered on the original amend-
ment.

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, I
should like to be sure that the yea-and-
nay procedure will not deny me the op-
portunity of offering a substitute for the
Bankhead amendment as perfected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
present occupant of the chair rules that
the Senator from Connécticut will be en-
titled to offer his substitute amendment
after the Bankhead amendment has been
perfected.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ala-
bama to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr, BANKHEAD. Mr, President, I
offer another amendment to the com-
mittee amendment, which I ask to have
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from Alabama fto the
commitiee amendment.

The CHieF CLERK. In the committee
amendment on page 13, line 20, after the
period, it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing:

Whenever the maximum price established
for any item to which this paragraph is
applicable ig in excess of a price which in
the judgment of the Administrator is gen-
erally fair and equitable and is also in excess
of the lowest maximum price which could be
established therefor in accordance with the
foregoing provisions of this section, the Ad-
ministrator may reduce the maximum price
for such items to a price which in his judg-
ment will be generally fair and equitable,
except that such maximum price shall in no
event be reduced to a price lower than the
lowest maximum price which could be estab-
lished therefor in accordance with the fore-
going provisions of this section or be reduced
to a price which will impede the effective
prosecution of the war or the maintenance
o° the civilian economy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ala-
bama to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed fo.

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Bilbo Butler
Austin Brewster Byrd
Ball Bridges Capper
Bankhead Burton Caraway
Barkley B Chandler

JUNE 9
Chavez Kllgore Btewart
Clark, Mo, La Follette Taft
Connally Lucas Thomas, Idaho
Cordon MceClellan Thomas, Okla.
Dangher McFarland Thomas, Utah
Davis McKellar ‘Tobey
Downey Maloney Truman
Eastland Maybank Tunnell
Ellender Mead Vandenberg
Ferguson Millikin Wagner
George Moore ‘Wallgren
Gerry Murdock ‘Walsh, Mass,
Gillette ¢ Murray Walsh, N. J.
Guffey &% Nye Weeks
Gurney @ O'Daniel ‘Wheeler
Hatch 24" Overton Wherry
Hawkes -~ Radcliffe ‘White
Hill Reed Wiley
Holman Robertson Willis
Jackson Russell ‘Wilson

Johnson, Colo. Shipstead

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-
seven Senators have answered to their
names. A quorum is present. The ques-
tion is on the committee amendment, as
amended.

Mr. MALONEY, Mr. President——

° The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Connecticut wish to offer
a substitute at this time?

Mr. MALONEY. Yes, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then,
the substitute is the pending question.
Does the Senator wish to have the pro-
posed substitute reread?

Mr. MALONEY. I should like to have
it reread.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the amendment will be
again stated.

The Caier CLerx. In lieu of section
201 of the committee amendment it is
proposed to insert the following:

Sec. 201. The Stabilization Act of October
2, 1942, is amended by inserting after section
3 the following new section:

“Sec. 3. (a) The Economic Stabilization
Director 1s authorized and directed to coordi-
nate the activities of all the departments and
agencies of the Government concerned with
the production and distribution of essential
textiles. apparel, and other textile products
in effectuating a comprehensive national pol-
icy to Increase the supply and improve the
quality of such essential products to the max-
imum extent consistent with the effective
prosecution of the war and the stabilization
of the cost of living, Special emphasis shall
be given in the policy to the production and
distribution of low-cost children's clothing,
work clothing, and other low-cost staple tex-
tile products.

“(b) Every agency of the Government con-
cerned, directly or indirectly, with the pro-
duction or distribution of such essential tex-
tiles, apparel, or other textile products is di-
rected, in cooperation with the Director and
with each other, to utilize its ful legal au-
thority to put the policy promptly into effect.
So far as each may be authorized by law and
to the fullest extent necessary to effectuate
the policy, it shall be the specific duty and
responsibility—

“(1) of the War Production Board to de-
velop adequate production and distribution
programs and. to take appropriate action to
direct production, to grant priorities, and to
control the distribution of facilities, raw
materials and processed commodities so that,
as far as practicable without interference
with other needs of the war and the defense
program, essential textiles, apparel and other
textile products (as designated by the War
Production Board in an extent sufficlent to
effectuate the policy) shall be produced and
distributed in the preportions by price lines
and in the qualities (especially durability)
in which they were produced and distributed
in an appropriate base period to be desig-
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nated by the Economic Stabilization Di-

“(2) of the War Manpower Commission to
take such action as may be appropriate to
avold shortages of manpower required by
the program;

“(3) of the Smaller War Plants Corpora-
tion to take such action as will enable small
business concerns to participate to the full-
est extent practicable in the program; and

“(4) of the Office of Price Administration
(1) to establish, as far as may be practicable,
dollar-and-cents maximum retail prices for
the items designated by the War Production
Board, utilizing, where appropriate, min-
imum specifications established by or in
cooperation with the War Production Board
and (ii) to take such action as may be neces-
sary to remove price impediments to the
production or distribution of commodities
required by the program, including increases
In maximum prices where no practicable
alternative exists to carry out the purposes
of this section and Including reductions in
maximum prices either to offset such in-
creases or to prevent diversion from produc-
tion or distribution of commodities required
by the program,

“(c) From time to time, the Director shall
transmit to the Congress a report of opera-
tions under this section. If the Senate or
the House of Representatives is not in ses-
slon, such report shall be transmitted to the
Secretary of the Senate, or the Clerk of the
Eouse of Representatives, as the case may

e 2

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. MaLoNEY].

Mr, MALONEY. Mr. President, many
months ago I introduced in the Senate
a joint resolution providing for a study
of the reorganization of Congress. This
would be a very appropriate time to dis-
cuss that, in view of the absence of so
many Senators who are compelled to be
absent from the Chamber because of
pressing duties on important Senate
committees. These committees are in
session, and it is obvious that Senators
will not be present until a call for a vote
is rung. There are very few more Sen-
ators in the Chamber now than there
were when I earlier discussed the amend-
ment at some length, and I do not intend
to take the time of the Senate to go
over the arguments again, for the reason
which I have just given, in addition to
the appeal made by the distinguished
majority leader that we hasten to the
conclusion of the consideration of the
pending measure,

I should just like to point out that the
proposal which I offer has the approval
of the Office of Price Administration,
the approval of the War Production
Board, the approval of the Economic
Stabilization Director, and of many pri-
vate organizations, representing millions
of people, throughout the country. I
think it meets, or goes far toward meet-
ing, the aims of the distinguished Sena-
tor from Alabama. I cannot see any
occasion for opposing or objecting to
the amendment which I offer, except, of
course, in the instance where it is offered
as a substitute for another amendment.
I think on its own it would have the
almost unanimous support of the Senate,

I shall not delay longer, because I see
no purpose in it. I ask for the yeas and
nays on my substitute amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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Mr., TAFT. Mr. President, I think
there is a legitimate question on the
Bankhead amendment, and a real dif-
ference of opinion, but I can see no ex-
cuse for the Maloney substitute. As I
see it, it confirms everything the Admin-
istration has done in price policy as to
cotton goods, It gives the War Man-
power Commission and the War Produc-
tion Board powers which are at least
doubtful, but which they are now using.
Some months ago they did exactly what
they would be required by the amend-
ment to do. They issued their compre-
hensive program, and under it the War
Production Board is to compel mills to
produce artficles at less than cost. We
know that to be so. The evidence shows
the orders of the Director of Economic
Stabilization to make the mills produce
at cost. Their proposal for bringing
about a greater production of cheap
goods is to say to the mills, “You have
to produce these at cost or less than
cost, or we will cut off all your supplies
and priorities.” That is the very thing
that has led me to support the Bank-
head amendment, to get rid of that com-
prehensive plan for production, which I
think has been a failure, and will be a
failure. That is the plan of the Maloney
amendment, which provides:

The Economic Stabilization Director is
authorized and directed to formulate a com-
prehensive and coordinated national pro-
gram.

That has been done. That is not the
trouble. The trouble is that it is the
wrong program. 1 read further from
the amendment:

So far as each may be authorized by law
and to the fullest extent necessary to ef-
fectuate the program, it shall be the specific
duty and responsibility—

(1) of the War Production Board to allo-
cate necessary facilities and materials to the
production of the commodities required by
the program and to institute appropriate re-
strictions when and to the extent that the
preduction or distribution of any commod-
ity is inconsistent with the program.

In other words, the amendment in so
many words would authorize the War
Production Board to go into any mill and
say, “You must produce these goods for
civilian consumption at whatever prices
the Price Administration chooses to fix,
at cost or less than cost.”

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, what
the Senator last said is entirely the
truth, that they are compelled to man-
ufacture at whatever prices are desig-
nated by the Office of Price Administra-
tion. That is true of every commodity.
That is true of every single item with
which the Office of Price Administration
deals. The amendment would not re-
sult in what the Senator from Ohio first
indicated. It would merely mean that
those engaged in these manufacturing
businesses must help, must contribute
their share in the war program by man-
ufacturing sorely needed cheap articles
of clothing. It has not anything to do
with prices. That is something that is
determined by the Office of Price Ad-
ministration, entirely apart from this
amendment.

Mr. TAFT. Not at all. The amend-
ment provides further that the Office of
Price Administration shall “fake such
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action as may be necessary to remove
price impediments to the production or
distribution of commodities required by
the program, including increases in
maximum prices where no practicable
alternative exists”, and so forth.

The O. P. A. says there is a practicable
alternative, namely, to order people to
make things at less than cost, or get the

“War Production Board to cut off all their

supplies if they do not do it. That is
the practicable alternative that is pro-
vided in the order of the Director of Eco-
nomic Stabilization.

So that all the amendment would do
would be to affirm and give congressional
authority to the program which has been
tried in an attempt to meet the difficulty
in regard to cotton goods.

I say there may be some argument for
not taking the Bankhead amendment,
but there is no argument for asking Con-
gress to go on record in favor of a policy
which has already failed, and which is
bound to fail if it is continued.

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, in view
of the statement of the distinguished
Senator from Ohio, I must say a con-
ciuding word. He is in part stating the
case; the amendment intends that the
agencies of Government with the power
would tell men engaged in the produc-
tion of clothing that they should do their
share, that if they are to reap profits,
they are to make some contribution to
the war effort. No one expects a soldier
to say that he will chey a forward march
order a little later., We are saying to
those engaged in this industry, operating
at great profit, that they shall not go
backward while our soldiers in the same
war effort are going forward. We are
saying to them, “You have waited too
long. You have a part to play. Your
industry has been dilatory. Your indus-
try has been negligent. You are going
to participate in the program in its en-
tirety, to the extent you can, or you are
not going to be permitted to reap a har-
vest.” Under the priority powers of the
‘War Production Board, under the alloca-
tion powers of the War Production Board,
we can do the things that are suggested
by the Bankhead amendment.

Mr. President, I think this is all impor-
tant, and I am very hopeful that the Szn=-
ate will agree to the amendment, and
that we will adopt it as a substitute for
the Bankhead amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute offered
by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Mavrorey] for the committee amendment.
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll,

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. BoNe], the
Senator from Virgina [Mr. Grassl, and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’MaHONEY] are absent from the Senate
because of illness.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN-
NALLY] is detained in a committee
meeting. )

The Senator from North Caroclina [Mr.
REeyNoLps] is detained in one of the Gov-
ernment departments on matters per-
taining to his State.
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The Senator from Florida [Mr, An-
prews], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Crarkl, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr., Green], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEN], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr, SMiTH], and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typings] are de-
tained on public business,

The Senators from Nevada [Mr, Mc-
CarraN and Mr. ScRUGHAM] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Bamey] and the Senafor from Florida
[Mr. PEPPER] are necessarily absent.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Brooks] is paired with the
Senator from Maryland [Mr, TYDpiNGs].

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Nvyel is paired with the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN].

The Senator from Illinois [Mr,
Brooxks], the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Nvyel, the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Buck]l, and the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr, REVERCOME] are
necessarily absent,

The result was announced—yeas 24,
nays 51, as follows:

YEAS—24 J
Barkley La Follette Truman
Chavez Lucas Tunnell
Downey Maloney Wagner
Ellender Mead Wallgren
Gufley Murdock Walsh, Mase,
Jackson Murray Walsh, N. J.
Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe Wheeler
Kllgore Thomas, Utah Wilson
NAYS—51
Ajken Davis O’'Danlel
Austin Eastland Overton
Ball Ferguson Reed
Bankhead George Robertson
Eillbo Gerry Russell
Brewster Gillette Shipstead
Bridges Gurney Btewart
Burton Hatch Taft
Bushfield Hawkes Thomas, Idaho
Butler Hill Thomas, Okla.
Byrd Holman Tobey
Capper McClellan Vandenberg
Caraway McFarland ‘Weeks
Chandler McEellar Wherry
Clark, Mo Maybank White
Cordon . Millikin Wiley
Danaher Moore Willis
NOT VOTING—21

. Andrews Glass O'Mahoney
Bailey Green Pepper
Bone Hayden Revercomb
Brooks Johnson, Callf. Reynolds
Buck Langer Scrugham
Clark, Idaho McCarran Smith
Connally Nye Tydings

So Mr. MaLoNeEY's amendment in the
nature of a substitute for the committee
amendment was rejected.

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, I am
opposed to the so-called Bankhead
amendment. I joined in the minority
views against it. I had hoped to speak
briefly as to the amendment on which
the vote was just taken. During much of
the discussion which preceded the vote
I was necessarily absent, because I am
one of the conferees on the veterans' bill,
and we have been in active session, I
now wish to cause the Recorp to show
that the amendment just voted upon was
not considered by the committee.

Furthermore, Mr. President, there are
certain excerpts from the record of the
hearings which I think the RECORD
should show., From the hearings at page

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

46 I read from the testimony of Mr.
Bowles:

Mr. Chairman, I appear before this com-
mittee to ask that the price-control statutes
be extended substantially as they stand to-
day. While I have been frank to say to you
that the administration of the law has been
faulty in many respects, the progress we have
made In administration bears considerable
promise for the future. But regardless of
past and even future errors, the past stands
at that, Under the statutes as written by
Congress and with the powers granted by
them we have carried out the mandate of
the Congress to stabilize prices and rents.

Again, Mr. President, at page 47, Mr.
Bowles said:

Some of the witnesses who will appear be-
fore you will suggest amendments to the
statutes. I hope that Iater, before these
hearings are concluded, you will give me
opportunity to comment upon such sugges-
tions and give you my best judgment on how
these proposed amendments would affect our
operations.

Mr. President, as to each of the amend-
ments which was proposed before the
committee we had the benefit of the
suggestions and the comments of Mr.
Bowles and his counsel. Those amend-
ments were extensive. Their comments
were more so. They ran through over
120 mimeographed sheets. Long hours
of consideration were given to all the
amendments which actually were sub-
mitted to the Senate Committee on Bank=-
ing and Currency.

I turn nexi to the statement of Mr.
Donald M. Nelson, Chairman of the War
Production Board. His testimony ap-
pears at page 283 of the hearings. The
chairman, the Senator from New York
[Mr, WaeNER], addressed him:

Would you suggest any amendments to the
act as the result of your experience?

Mr. NeLsoN, No, sir; I do not know that I
could, sir, suggest any amendments to the
act. Like everything else, an act has to be
brought into being, and there have to be
working relationships from day to day in
the working out of that bill; and in its pres-
ent form, sir, I believe it is very satisfactory
as far as we are concerned.

Then, Mr. President, Judge Vinson,
Economic Stabilization Director, ap-
peared before us. At page 1117 of the
hearings, Judge Vinson stated:

First, as to the statutory powers them-
selves. I will not dwell upon these except
to say that since the passage of the act of
October 2, 1943, the statutory directive has
been clear and unmistakable and the powers
conferred have been fully adequate to the
great responsibilities l1aid upon the President
and the stabilization agencies. My experi-
ence with operations under these statutes,
first as a member of the Emergency Court
of Appeals and later as Director of the Office
of Economic Stabillzation, has led me to the
conclusion both that all the powers con=-
ferred by the statutes are necessary for the
full discharge of these responsibilities and
that the statutes provide ample protection
against abuse of those powers. I am con-
vinced that amendment in any substantial
particular would be highly dangerous. This
is no time to tinker or tamper with a work-
ing program.

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, will

‘my colleague yield? :

Mr. DANAHER. I yield to my col-
league. :

JUNE 9

Mr. MALONEY, Isthe Senator by any
chance referring to my substitute
amendment, which was so overwhelm-
ingly deféated a moment ago?

Mr. DANAHER. Yes.

Mr,. MALONEY. Ishould like to point
out in my colleague’s time, and with his
permission, that the statements which
were made by the heads of the various
agencies, and from which he is now read-
ing, were made before the Bankhead
amendment was finally adopted by the
committee; and I shonld like to add, if I
may, that during the course of the discus-
sion of my proposal I said time and again
that it had the approval of Mr. Vinson
and Mr. Bowles and the War Production
Board.

Mr. DANAHER. Mr, President, I wish
to recall to my colleague that I voted
against the Bankhead amendment, and
I am on record in the minority views
against its adoption.

Again on page 1124, Judge Vinson
said:

Mr. Chairman, as it stands today, in my
view, price control is a proven success. The
job which the Congress assigned has been
carried out and carried out extremely well.
For its continuation, no significant change
in the statutes is required.

I end the quotations from the record
of the hearings. Every one of those
quoted excerpts from the testimony ap-
plies not only to the amendment just con-
sidered, but also to the Bankhead amend-
ment which is pending, and the other
suggested Bankhead amendments which
lie on our desks and as to which I assume
the Senator from Alabama will press for
action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendment, as amended, inserting a
new section 201. On this question the
yeas and nays have been demanded and
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD (when his name was called) .
On this question I have a pair with the
senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Smrra]. Were he present, he would vote
“yea.” Were I permitted to vote, I should
vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr, BoNEl, the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass], and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O'Ma-
HONEY] are absent from the Senate be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR-
raY] is detained in a committee meet-
ing. I am advised that if present and
voting, he would vote “nay.”

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
ReyNoLps] is detained in one of the Gov-
ernment departments on matters per-
taining to his State.

The Senator from Florida [Mr., Ar-
prEws], the Senater from Idaho [Mr.
CLark], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. GrEEN], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypeENn], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. SmitH], and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. TypiNGgs] are de-
tained on public business.
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The Senators from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
Carran and Mr. ScrucHAM] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Bamey] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEpPEr] are necessarily absent

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay-
pEN] has a general pair with the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Nyel. I am
not advised how either Senator would
vote if present and voting.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
BarLevy] is paired with the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Greex]; the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. McCarrAN] is paired
with the Senator from Florida [Mr. Pep-
PER]; the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typings] is paired with the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Broogs]; the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CrArx] is paired with the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]; and
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Reyworps] is paired with the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr, O'MaroNEY]. Iam
advised that if present and voting, the
Senators from North Carolina [Mr,
Baney and Mr. ReyNorps], the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. McCarraN], the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr, Brooks], and the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CrArK] would
vote “yea,” and that the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Green], the Senator
from Florida [Mr, PepreEr], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typingsl, the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grassl, and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'ManoneyY] would vote “nay.”.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. Brooks], who would vote “yea,”
is paired with the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typines], who would vote
“nay'l:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
N¥El has a general pair with the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN].

The Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Brooks], the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Lancer], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Nyel], the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Buck], and the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. REVERCOME] are
necessarily absent, .

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Nye] and the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. Buck] would vote “yea,” if present.

The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 35, as follows:

YEAS—39
Alken ‘Gillette Reed
Austin Hatch Robertson
Bankhead Hawkes Russell
Bilbo Hill y Shipstead
Bushfield Holman Stewart
Butler McClellan Taft
Capper McFarland Thomas, Idaho
Caraway McKellar Thomas, Okla,
Chandler Maybank Weeks
Clark, Mo Millikin Wherry
Conmnally Moore White
Eastland O'Danlel Wiley
George Overton Willis
NAYS—35
Ball Gerry Thomas, Utah
Barkley Guffey Tobey
Brewster Gurney Truman
Bridges Jackson Tunnell
Burton Johnson, Colo. Vandenberg
Chavez Kilgore ‘Wagner
Cordon La Follette Wallgren
Danaher Lucas Walsh, Mass.
Davis Maloney ‘Walsh, N. J.
Downey Mead ‘Wheeler
Ellender Murdock Wilson
Ferguson Radcliffe

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 5

NOT VOTING—22

Andrews Green Pepper
Bailey Hayden Revercomb
Bone Johnson, Calif. Reynolds
Brooks Langer Scrugham
Buck MeCarran Smith
Byrd Murray Tydings
Clark, Idaho Nye

Glass O'Mahoney

So the committee amendment as
amended was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the next amendment reported
by the committee.

The next amendment was, on page 13,
after line 20, to insert:

SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES UNDER RAILWAY LABOR
Act

Sec. 202, Section 4 of such act of October 2,
1842, is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

“In any dispute between employees and
carriers subject to the Rallway Labor Act, as
amended, as to changes affecting wage or
salary payments, the procedures of such act
shall be followed for the purpose of bringing
about a settlement of such dispute. Any
agency provided for by such act, as a pre-
requisite to effecting or recommending a set-
tlement of any such dispute, shall make a
specific finding and certification that the
changes prcposed by such settlement or
recommended settlement are consistent with
such standards as may be then in effect,
established by or pursuant to law, for the
purpose of controlling inflationary tenden-
cles. Where such finding and certification
are made by such agency, they shall be con-
clusive, and it shall be lawful for the em-
ployees and carriers, by agreement, to put
into effect the changes proposed by the set-
tlement or recommended settlement with
respect to which such finding and certifica-
tion were made.”

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, now
that the main “hump” of amendments
has been disposed of, it seems to me en-
tirely possible that we may conclude con-
sideration of the bill today. I ask Sen-
ators to remain in the Chamber, or avail-
able, so as to cause as little delay as
possible, in order that we may conclude
the consideration of the bill before the
close of the session today, even if we
must remain in session a liftle longer
than usual.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, I intend to
speak on the general subject of the bill,
rather than on the amendment reported
by the committee, offered originally by
the Senator from New York [Mr. Wac-
nEr] exempting railroad labor from the
provisions of the Stabilization Act.

As a member of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, I have joined in the
report recommending continuation of
the Office of Price Administration, and
I concur in the general statement of the
report. I wish to make clear at this time,
as I did last week, that I do not concur
in the Supplemental Statement and do
not regard that statement as a part of
the report. It presents a summary of
the evidence entirely from the Price Ad-
ministration point of view, without any
consideration of the pages of evidence
received from those criticizing—and
criticizing fairly and correctly in many
cases—ithe policies of the Price Adminis-
tration. With many of the conclusions
of the supplemental statement, and many
of the policies of the Price Administra-
tion, I emphatically disagree.
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The fixing of all prices and wages by
the Government can only be at best a
complicated, arbitrary, and oppressive
regimentation of the people. It involves
Government control of a billion or more
transactions every weekday of the year.
It must necessarily limit freedom and
choke all initiative and enterprise. Once
it is undertaken, in order to make it
effective and prevent evasion, control
must extend to all kinds of practices
and incidental activities. It could not
be continued in peacetime without prac-
tically eliminating freedom in the United
States.

Yet, I believe, in a war of the colossal
size of the present war, we would be
worse off without it than with it. Infla-
tion of prices is always a danger in time
of war because of the huge expenditures
of the Government. Last year and this
year our annual deficit exceeded $50,000,-
000,000, and only the most strenuous
efforts can prevent a dangerous increase
in prices. Price control is not the only
method of reducing this danger. The
Government should reduce its expenses,
but it is very difficult for Congress to re-
strain waste in time of war with the ex-
penses controlled by officials whose at-
tention is entirely devoted to the success
of the war effort. =

Second, the danger can be reduced by
increasing taxes, but it is also true that
too great an increase in taxes may do
more harm to the national economy and
the national morale than inflation itself.
Whether we have reached that point is
now in dispute.

Third, we can reduce the danger of in-
flation by selling bonds only for money
that is truly saved, and not in large
volume to the commercial banks to create
additional deposits. Along this line real
progress has been made, although we
were very slow to follow it in the first
years of the war.

Fourth, a system of drastic rationing
may reduce demand and remove pres-
sure on prices. ;

With all of these measures, however, I
do not believe prices could be held with-
in reasonable bounds without price fix-
ing. Also, there are many war malad-
justments which would normally, with-
out the Government borrowing, result in
spectacular price increases for particu-
lar commodities. Therefore, I believe
that price control is necessary, much as
I deplore it. Every witness appearing
before the committee agreed with this
conclusion, even though he himself may
have been injured by the control.

In my opinion, while exeessive infla-
tion of prices is a real danger, that dan-
ger has been deliberately exaggerated as
a justification for demands for arbitrary
power. Reasonable and very gradual in-
creases do not seem to me to be a serious
threat. To a certain extent, even, in-
creasing prices assist the creation of
prosperity. Prices, after all, are only an
index, and if all increases were uniform,
everyone would be in approximately the
same position. The difficulty is that a
rapid increase of prices distorts the rela=-
tionship between different groups and
interests in the population, creating bit-
terness and controversy, and throwing
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the whole economy largely into confu-
sion. If uncontrolled, it increases rap-
idly the returns to the producers, includ-
ing the farmer. It also increases bus-
iness profits for processing and distribut-
ing, just as falling prices are likely to
wipe those profits out.

Ordinarily, wages cannot keep up with
the increase. Fixed salaries certainly
cannot do so, and the relative return to
savers and investors rapidly decreases.
In extreme inflation all savings are wiped
out. If controls are instituted, however,
there is always some danger that they
may be overdone. If wages increase fast-
er than prices, there may well be a re-
duction in the production of goods, and
also business losses which can bring de-
pression and unemployment., If the war
were to end today and the present dras-
tic price policies of the Price Administra-
tion were continued, I believe they would
seriously threaten any post-war recovery.

If Congress has once determined on the
necessity of price control, the actual car-
rying out of that policy must be largely
one of administration. Congress cannot
fix the actual prices or write the details
of regulations. It must granft discretion
and legislative authority to the Price Ad-
ministrator, just as it had to do the same
thing in authorizing the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to fix railroad rates.
Inevitably, the powers granted must be
broad, and therefore they are capable of
abuse, no matter what Congress may do.
Furthermore, the whole process is so
complex that mistakes are not only pos-
sible, but almost certain, Your commit-
tee received scores of serious complaints
against the Price Administration, but
found that attempts to delimit the pow-
ers of the Administrator in a statute were
difficult to draft without limiting some
powers which are clearly desirable if
price control is to be effective. The ex-
istence of this situation is reason enough
for abolishing price control at the earli-
est possible moment after the war.

No doubt many Senators have received
complaints from their constituents, often
very convincing in their sincerity and
logie, but a large number of these com-
plaints relate clearly to matters of ad-
ministration. Congress cannot, and
should not, undertake to correct all mis-
takes of administration by changes in the
statutory law. Most of the amendments
to the act proposed by your committee
are intended to improve the procedural
section of the act—I think all except the
Bankhead amendment, which involves
a question of fundamental price policy.
We have tried to see that every man may
have a fair ahd public hearing within the
Price Administration, and an appeal to
the courts against arbitrary and ca-
pricious action. This is the first essen-
tial and it is not met by the present act,
or the actual practice.

The original acts, however, do contain
certain fundamental principles which the
Administrator is bound by law to ob-
serve. The courts are given the task of
seeing that he does abide by those prin-
ciples, and if our procedural amend-
ments are effective, departures from
those principles can now be challenged
by the men who are affected. The acts
provide that maximum prices fixed ghall
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be generally fair and equitable, and that
rents shall be generally fair and equita-
ble. As a starting point, consideration
was to be given to the prices in effect
from October 1 to October 15, 1941, and
then later to those in effect on Septem-
ber 15, 1942, Prices fixed which are no
longer fair and equitable become invalid
and therefore must be adjusted so that
they may be fair and equitable. The
Emergency Court has so held over the
protest of the Administrator. Individual
adjustments may be made, even though
the general price or rent scale is fair and
equitable. Maximum prices for agricul-
tural products cannot be below parity in
general, and articles processed from such
commodity cannot be priced below a
figure which will reflect parity to the
producer. That means a fair and equita-
ble margin to the processor over parity.
* If the Price Administrator abides by
these general principles, there should be
no unusual hardship caused to any pro-
ducer, or distributor, by price control.
The person aggrieved should be able to
prevent such hardship by following the
procedure prescribed in the act.

Unfortunately, the Price Administra-
tor, in his administration of the act, has
made many serious departures from the
spirit of the act, and in some cases, from
its language. It is my belief that this
conflict with the policy prescribed by
Congress grows out of the so-called freeze
theory. There is nothing in either act
which authorizes such a theory. The act
requires prices to be fair and equitable,
and to be constantly adjusted, if neces-
sary, to secure that result. The freeze
theory prescribes that they shall remain
where they are, regardless of fairness or
equity. The theory was frequently dis-
cussed, but was not finally adopted by the
Administrator until the issuance on April
8, 1943, of Executive Order 9328. One
of the purposes of this order, stated in its
preamble, is “to prevent increases in
wages, salaries, prices, and profits, which,
however justifiable, if viewed apart from
their effect upon the economy, tend to
undermine the basis of stabilization.”
Incidentally, nothing in either act says
anything about profits, and the Admin-
istrator has nothing to do with profits,
except as the general profit condition of
an industry affects the reasonableness
of the prices charged.

Paragraph 1 of this order 9328 says
further that the Price Administrator “is
directed to authorize no further increase
in ceiling prices except to the minimum
extent required by law.” In short, the
Administrator is not to carry out the
principles of fair and equitable prices,
but only to increase prices if the courts
compel him to do so. He is authorized
by this order to make adjustments for
various purposes “provided that such
action does not increase the cost of liv-
ing.” This seems to mean that adjust-
ments can only be allowed producers if
the increases are absorbed by the proc-
essor or distributor, and that increases
can only be allowed the manufacturer if
they are absorbed by the distributor, In
short, the order conflicts with the prin-
ciples of the acts of Congress, and goes
far beyond the provisions of those acts.
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The freeze theory, in my opinion, is
unsound because it freezes wages and
prices exactly where they are on & given
date, It therefore freezes all injustices,
low wages, unfair prices, and depressed
industries. This might not be so bad if
the injustices were not frequently in-
creased, and new injustices created, by a
steady increase in costs, particularly raw
materials and wages, compelled by war
conditions. For various reasons it is ab-
solutely impossible to freeze all cests.
Public opinion demands the adjustment
of unduly low wages and farm prices.
Sometimes increases are essential in or-
der to obtain production. Wages can-
not be frozen, and have not been frozen.
On April 20, the Senator from EKansas
[Mr. REep] wrote a very clear letter to
Mr. Bowles, criticizing the statement
that “basic wage rates have been firmly
held” and showing that during the year
1943 the increase in the average hourly
earnings of factory workers increased
from 91.9 cents per hour to 100.1 cents
per hour, an increase of nearly 9 percent,
On March 15 this figure reached 100.6,
an increase of about 8 percent since
March 15, 1943, Yet during those 12
}-nonlths the cost of living was held almost
evel,

This increase in average hourly earn-
ings has occurred in spite of the Little
Bteel formula which purports to freeze
wages. In fact, that formula only at-
tempts to freeze basic wage rates, where-
as the cost of labor is based on average
hourly earnings. In my opinion, if the
Little Steel formula were enforced, it
‘would be unfair and unjust. Labor
should not be held to an increase of 15
percent over January-1, 1941, when the
cost of living has gone up 25 percent.
All sorts of evasions have made possible
the increases in average hourly earn-
ings. Salaried employees and weak
unions are held to this unjust limit, while
concessions are made to the powerful
unions. We saw in the coal case, and in
the railroad case, how methods were
found to evade the Little Steel formula
in order to get the just result demanded
by price conditions. At the present time
steel workers are demanding a very sub-
stantial increase and the general impres-
sion is that, one way or another, they
will get it. In short, the freeze policy is
impossible to carry out.

It is furthermore true that in spite of
the freeze policy during the last year,
and the stable cost of living, some im-
portant raw materials have substantially
increased. Thus, in 12 months the price
of lumber has increased 8.7 percent; the
price of coal has increased approximate-
ly 6 percent; and the price of cattle
feed has intreased T percent.

Those products enter substantially
into the price of manufacturing and dis-
tributing, and yet the Price Administra-
tor has refused to make any compensat-
ing increases in retail prices. His only
answer is that corporation profits are
still large. This may be true in many
lines, particularly those dealing with the
Government, where they are subject to
reduction by renegotiation; but this high
average is of little interest to the par-
ticular businessman who is compelled to
sell at a loss, or to the individual land-
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lord who cannot increase rents to meet
largely increased costs. In short, the
freeze theory has been applied to the
producer, the farmer, and businessman,
but not to anyone else.

I should like to suggest that it is
just as dangerous to get prices below
wages, as it is to let prices increase more
than wages. Since the beginning of the
war prices have gone up 25 percent,
whereas hourly earnings have gone up
about 45 percent, and take-home pay
has gone up approximately 70 percent.
It is interesting to note that in England
the cost of living has gone up 28 percent
as compared to 25 percent, and wages
have gone up to approximately the same
percentage as here. In April, Sir John
Anderson, Chancellor of the Exchequer,
announced that the Government was go-
ing to permit the cost of living to go up
5 percent, because of the fact that wages
were still increasing,

There is serious doubt whetker the
fixing of prices is not being overdone,
The only reason that a number of in-
dustries have been able to continue is
because of their increased yolume, The
moment that volume stops, they will
either have to close down or prices will
have to be increased. The increase must
oceur :t exactly the same time as a de-
crease occurs in wages, at least in take-
home wages. All of us are looking to
private enterprise to reconvert their
plants to peacetime production, seek new

. products and new capital in order to

give increased employment. If the price
policy is not relaxed, it will be very dif-
ficult to get any business to go ahead
with the capital improvements neces-
sary for increased employment. Fur-
thermore, the capital-goods industry, on
which so much depends, may be as dead
as it became in 1937 when wages and
other costs outran prices. In my opin-
ion, the Price Administration should hold
prices as low as possible, but they
should give industry and commerce &
fair hearing and increase prices to com-
pensate in some substantial part for in-
creased costs. The whole relation of
margins to price should not be destroyed
merely because the more efficient firms
are receiving profits of which the Gov-
ernment takes the lion’s share. If wages
cannot be held, price increases should be
permitted in approximately the same
percentage. ! .
"~ In my opinion, the determination of
the Administration to hold the cost of
living absolutely fixed at all costs has
led to the adoption of numerous devices
subject to the most serious criticism.

First. The payment of subsidies to
compensate for increased costs, when
prices should have been allowed to rise,
While some subsidies are justifiable as a
means of preventing a price increase on
g large group of products, not requiring
subsidy, or as a means of postponing price
increases for a reasonable time, the effort
to hold all prices by & subs’dy across the
board to all consumers, saving consumers
no more than the Government pays out,
seems to me inflationary and unfortu-
nate, except in exceptional circumstances.

Second. The administration has adopt-
ed a doctrine known as the highest price
line regulation. This provides that a
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store which handled dresses, for instance,
in a certain price range cannot sell
dresses of any better quality. As prices
increased, many stores found themselves
wholly unable to sell dresses at all. The
distinction seems to be utterly unreason-
able, and, of course, it is ineffective in
enabling the public to obtain dresses, or
any other commodity, at a reasonable
price. Since the administration asserts
that, with all its powers, it has no way to
hold merchants within reasonable mar-
gins on this line of goods, the committee
did not adopt an amendment; but as an

. administrative measure the regulation

seems to me illogical, ineffective, and in-
defensible,

Third. One of the most obyious failures
of the Price Administration is in the field
of cotton goods, the subject dealt with by
the Bankhead amendment, In this field
many low-priced articles have entirely
disappeared from the market, for the rea-
son that prices have been held so closely
that they can only be manufactured at a
loss. Thus, heavy underwear for men
and boys, denim for overalls, and many
other cheap articles have almost disap-
peared from the market, while many mills
have made large profits on the more ex-
pensive items, Of course, it does not do
the consumer any good to have a low
price fixed for various kinds of cotfon
goods, if the goods are not available at
all and he or she has to buy a much more
expensive article. The obvious remedy
seems ‘to be an increase in the price of
cheap goods and a decrease in the price
of expensive goods. Inspired, apparently,
by the freeze ‘idea, however, Mr. Vinson
has refused to make any increase in the
price of the cheap goods, but has called
on the War Production Board to order
the mills to make these goods at cost, or
less. In Mr. Vinson's directive of Feb-
ruary 4 he says clearly that he shall hesi-
tate to let any uniform increase be made
to all producers on any textiles. Instead
of that, he proposes to permit individual
manufacturers, who would otherwise sell
at a loss, to increase their own prices so
that they may receive total unit produc-
tion costs plus a profit not to exceed 2
percent. Any producer whose over-all
operations are profitable is required to
produce at cost, which perhaps may not
even include overhead expenses, accord-
ing to the same order. Mr. Vinson says
that under any other method the cost to
consumers will exceed the amount neces-
sary to obtain the desired production, and
low-cost producers would receive an un-
warranted windfall. Mr. Vinson is out to
prevent profits, even of the producer who
makes profits because of extraordinarily
efficient operation. The standard of fair
and equitable prices has practically dis-
appeared from his mind.

I may say that this order has been
further extended, and in an order re-
cently issued the theory of compelling
the sale of goods at less than cost is ex-
tended to a great many household goods
such as household furniture, commercial
kitchen utensils, office machines and
equipment, dental and optical supplies,
and several other large classes of prod-
ucts on which there is only permitted
the recovery of the manufacturing,
packing, and shipping costs of each item.
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If the manufacturer’s entire operation is
profitable, he cannot even include the
overhead in the cost of those particular
articles, :

The whole theory that the Price Ad-
ministrator can force manufacturers to
sell certain lines at cost, or less than
cost, because they are making profits on
other lines, is absolutely contrary to the
principles of the Price Control Act, and
would lead ultimately to a fixing of indi-
vidual profits, instead of to a fixing of
prices., It does not secure increased
production, nor does it effectively bring
about reasonable prices to the consumer,
The chief merit of the Bankhead amend-
ment is that it would require each line
of goods to stand on its own cost, with a
fair and equitable margin.

Any rule which refuses to apply the
fair and equitable rule to individual
products creates great injustice between
different firms in the same industry.
Some firms may be forced out of business
because they only manufacture a par-
ticular product, the price of which is so
closely held down. Other firms may
depend largely on such products. Still
others may be practically unaffected. I
voted for the Bankhead amendment be-
cause it proposes largely to upset this
rule, at least in the textile industry, and
reqyire a fair and equitable margin for
each product.

Fourth, The result of this policy and
the general unwillingness even to con-
sider an increase in retail price, how-
ever much costs may have increased,
threatens disaster in some industries.
Evidence before the commitiee shows
that many small packers and slaughter-
ers in Buffalo, Cincinnati, and many oth-
er cities have had to close because they
actually lose money on each” steer they
buy. The large packers are able to sur-
vive, but they state that they have made
practically no money on their meat busi-
ness. They, however, have many other
products on which profits are ample. It
is the small businessman who suffers .
most from a stringent policy of price
control. We have extensive evidence
from the asphalt roofing industry show-
ing that concerns engaged only in manu=-
facturing asphalt roofing are rapidly go-
ing on the rocks, whereas the large com-
panies with a full line of products, are
having little difficulty. I have already
spoken of the underwear mills whose en-
tire product is now unprofitable. The
committee had bitter complaints from
the producers and distributors of fresh
vegetables. More and more, as costs in-
crease, other industries are going to find
that it is almost impossible to continue in
business. ;

Fifth. The result of these practices has
been to roll back some prices on the
farmer, particularly in the case of cattle,
and in the case of cotton. In other
words, the control of the price has been
so close that parity is not paid for cot-
ton and the price paid for cattle is inade-
quate certainly for many feeders.

Sixth. The policy with regard to rents
has been harsh and inequitable. Rent
control is one of the prides of the Ad-
ministration because rents have been
held practically without increase for 3
years. But this has only been done at
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the cost of hardship to many landlords,
though not perhaps a large percentage of
the total. Rents in each city were frozen
as of a definite date. Since that time
the Price Administration has refused to
consider individual adjustments, no mat-
ter what “he increase in costs may have
been, They admit the duty of giving a
general increase when costs have uni-
formly increased in a community, but I
doubt if any such increases have been
made. Nor should they be. Many land-
lords who rent entire houses have no
increase in cost whatever. Rent adjust-
ments should be an individual matter,
and a landlord who has had substantial
increases in coal and janitor service, for
instance, is entitled to a fair hearing on
his request for an increase in rent. Out-
side of a few special circumstances, how-
ever, this has been arbitrarily denied by
the Administrator. The Administration
apparently feels that landlords are com-
paratively few in number and that ten-
ants are many. I offered an amendment
in the committee to require individual
adjustments in proper cases. I with-
drew it on the suggestion that the Price
Administrator might change his present
practice by regulation, as he may. A
regulation has been submitted, and I
hope it may be sufficient.

Seventh. From my own investigations
and correspondence I have found an at-
titude among many employees of the
Price Administration of direct hostility
to businessmen., Many of these em-
ployees seem to think that a businessman
who asks for a reasonable profit, so that
his business may go on, is in some way
unpatriotic. In the past, complaints
have been ignored for months. Inter-
views with those in charge seem to prom-
ise relief,-but relief is blocked at some
higher level, and more and more is heard
of the iniquity of any profit whatever.
Furthermore, the enforcement division
includes many individuals whose inter-
est seems to be to destroy business rather
than to secure compliance. The condi-
tions to which I have referred have been
considerably improved since Mr. Bowles
became Price Adm nistrator, and he does
not countenance any such attitude, but
the attitude is still present to an extent
which leads most businessmen to feel
that justice cannot possibly be secured
within the Price Administration.

Kangaroo courts have been set up out-
side of any provisions of the law to try
violators of the ration regulations issued
under the Sescond War Powers Act.
Many retail firms have been prosecuted
and sued for damages. In northwestern
Ohio an auctioneer who conducted a sale
-of all the effects of a farmer who was
selling out was sued, and a judgment
obtained for $3.600, enough to put him
out of business completely. This re-
sulted in a petition of protest signed by
2,700 citizens of the county where the
sale took place.

I do not underestimate the difficulty
of ‘enforcing price regulations. It is
quite true that deliberate evasion is oc-
curring in many places throughout the
country, but the metheds of the Price
Administration Enforcement Division do
not secure compliance, and only make
the situation worse. The only way to
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secure compliance with this kind of reg-
ulation is to make the regulations
reasonable, and secure the approval and
cooperation of 90 percent of the people
who are involved. Once that is done,
they will police the other 10 percent.
This was the method pursued by the Food
Administration in the World War. Co-
operation of every trade and every group
was the first-step. Congress filled the
present law with provisions for trade
committee consultations and agreements.
For a long time the provisions of the law
were in no way complied with. Mr.

Bowles has made an improvement, but

the idea has not permeated the lower
reaches of the O. P. A., and particularly
its Enforcement Division. The only co-
operation successfully secured is that of
a few consumers groups and the C, I. O,
Political Action Committee. These
groups have adopted the same anti-busi-
ness attitude as the Enforcement Divi-
sion itself.

Eighth. The tactics of the O. P. A. in
dealing with the pending bill do not
seem to me calculated to improve the
situation. They have fought every at-
tempt to modify in any way the drastic
provisions of the Emergency Price Act.
They have taken the position that there
should be no amendments, and that any
amendment will hamstring the enforce-
ment of the act. This is simply untrue.
Very few of the amendments affect in
any way the basic policy of price con-
trol. Their purpose is to correct sub-
stantial injustice to individuals which
have been made clear in evidence before
the committee.

Day before yesterday Mr. Vinson is-
sued a protest against the Bankhead
amendment, calling it a “devastating
blow at the stabilization policy, a special
bonus at the housewife's expense.” He
and Mr. Bowles have referred to lobby-
ists and pressure groups, and try to give
the public the impression that Congress
is swayed by improper motives, if they
make a single concession. The repre-
sentatives of interested groups appeared
openly before our committee. There
was hardly one who did not impress us
with his sincerity. Many undoubtedly
consider that they will be put out of
business if the present policies of the
Price Administration are continued.
Their lobbying has been considerably
less than the lobbying of the C. I. O.
Political Action Committee, stimulated
by the Office: of Price Administration.

Ninth. I have already referred to the
apparent attempt of the Office of Stabili-
zation to cut business profits to a mini-
mum or eliminate them entirely. In
1943 the Office of Stabilization repudi-
ated a promise made by the Price Admin-
istrator to the canners that they would
be compensated by subsidies for any in-
crease in the cost of labor granted by
the War Labor Board. On this question
of profits they have departed even from
the policy laid down by Mr. Henderson
when he testified for the original Price
Control Act. He referred to “the general
philosophy of price regulation as being
one intended to keep production going,
and therefore to yield a decent profit.”
Of course, a just and equitable price does
not guarantee a profit to inefficient mem-

JUNE 9

bers of any industries, or those unfortu-
nately placed, but the attempt to pre-
vent any company, no matter how effi-
cient, from securing the reward of that
efficiency is not a funct.on of price ad-
ministration. Congress should deter-
mine what proportion of such profits are
to be taken by taxation.

Conclusion. I regard these abuses as
abuses of administration, except for the
Bankhead amendment and the questions
of procedure. It is difficult to correct
them by legislation, We have offered
amendments designed to reach some of
the worst abuses, and particularly to
give every man an open hearing and his
day in court. The Bankhead amend-
ment is the only amendment which at-
tempts to control policy, It is an ex-
periment, but it restores a policy which
worked satisfactorily at one time, and it
operates in a field where there has been
a complete failure since that policy was
abandoned. If properly administered, it
could reduce costs to the consumer in-
stead of increasing them, and get to the
consumer the goods which he is not get-
ting now.

The difficulty with O. P. A,, as I see it,
is that it is still crusading for the ideal
of freezing all retail prices. It seems
to believe that this end justifies the use
of any means. It thinks it has a mis-
sion superior to.individual rights and a
special license to regulate as it chooses
millions of transaetions every day. The
Executive order should be modified to
be in accord with the principles of the
acts of Congress.

I have every confidence in the good
faith of Mr. Bowles, but not so much con-
fidence in the political and economic
theories of his advisers. The O. P. A.
can be a success if he will accept, as the
first principle of administration, a deep
respect for American principles of right
and justice administered within the pro-
visions of the Emergency Price Conftrol
Act as enacted by Congress.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, at this
point I desire to call up my amendment,
which is at the desk.

Mr, WAGNER. There are only two
more committee amendments, which I
should like to have disposed of.

Mr. WILEY. I understand that un-
der the rule I must, if I desire to bring
this amendment up, do so at this time,
because it proposes to amend section
202, It will take only a moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment on page 13, line 24, it
is proposed to change the word “para-
graph” to “paragraphs”, and insert the
following:

No action shall be taken under authority
of this act with respect to an increase in any

wages or salaries in any case in which such
increase has been agreed upon by the em-
ployer and employee and will not result in
the payment of wages or salaries at a rate
greater than $37.60 per week. For the pur-
pose of the preceding sentence, if the em-
ployee ordinarily works overtime and extra
compensation is paid therefor, such extra
compensation shall be included in deter=
mining the rate of wages or salaries paid.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have
submitted the amendment to the dis=
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tinguished senior Senator from New
York, and, as I understand, he is per-
fectly willing to take it to conference.
All the amendment provides, in sub-
stance, is that in those cases in which the
ordinary white-collar workers or labor-
ers throughout the country receive less
than $37.50, and where the employer and
employee agree, it will not be necessary
to present a petition for the right of the
employer to pay up to that amount.
There are millions of such cases, as I
have previously stated, and many thou-
sands of petitions are in the Chicago
office, and in some instances have been
there for months not acted on. These
white-collar workers have no organiza-
tion to represent them in Washington,
but that is no reason why they should
not have justice. The adoption of this
amendment will relieve the War Labor
Board of 75 percent of the labor involved
in wage increases. It is the white-collar
workers of America who have suffered
most due to the rise in living costs. I
am very happy that the senior Senator
from New York has agreed o take the
amendment to conference,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JACK-
soN in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLeY]
to the commitiee amendment on page 13,
after line 20.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to. k

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

Mr., THOMAS of Oklahoma.
President, a parliamentary inquiry

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I have
an amendment in the nature of a new
section to the bill. My inquiry is wheth-
er it is proper to offer that amendment
before action is completed on the com-
mittee amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair asks the Senator whether his
amendment constitutes a new section.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Yes; it
will come into the bill as a new section.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair then rules that it is not proper
that the amendment be offered until all
committee amendments are disposed of.

The next committee amendment will
be stated.

The Cuaier CLERK. The next amend-
ment of the committee was, on page 14,
after line 15, to insert the following:

TERMINATION DATE

Bec. 203. Section 6 of such act of October
2, 1942, is amended by striking out “June
30, 1944", and substituting “December 381,
1945.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next committee amendment was
on page 14, after line 19, to insert the
following:

LOAN RATE FOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

Sec. 204, (a) Bection 8 (a) (1) of such act
of October 2, 1942 (relating to loans upon
cotton, corn, wheat, rice, tobacco, and pea-
nuts), 18 amended by striking out “at the

Mr.
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rate of 80 percent of the parity price” and
ingerting in lieu thereof “at the rate of 85
percent of the parity price.” The amend-
made by this subsection shall be applicable
with respect to crops harvested after Decems=
ber 31, 1943. In the case of loans made
under such section 8 upon any of the 1944
crop of any commodity before the amend-
ment made by this subsection takes effect,
the Commeodity Credit Corporation is author-
ized and directed to increase or provide for
increasing the amount of such loans to the
amount of the loans which would have been
made If the loan rate specified in this sub-
section had been in effect at the time the
loans were made.

(b) Section 4 (a) of the a¢t entitled “An
act to extend the life and increase the credit
resources of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion, and for other purposes,” approved July
1, 1941, as amended (relating to supporting
the prices of nonbasic agricultural commodi-
ties), is amended by striking out “90 percent"
and inserting in lieu thereof "985 percent.”
The amendment made by this subsection
shall, irrespective of whether or not there is
any further public announcement under such
section 4 (a), be applicable with respect to
any commodity with respect to which a pub-
lic announcement has heretofore been made
under such section 4 (a).

The PRESIDING. OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment,

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
completes the committee amendments.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I had
intended to ask that some Senator in a
word or fwo explain the committee
amendment before the vote was taken,
What would the amendment accom-
plish?

Mr. BAREKLEY. The amendment
would merely change the loan value from
90 percent to 95 percent of parity.

Mr. BUTLER. My understanding was
that it was proposed to leave it at 90
percent.

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I think the Sen-
ator misunderstood. It is a committee
amendment agreed to by the committee,
and there was no desire to change if, so
far as I know.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Pres-
ident, if it is now in order I offer an
amendment in the form of a new section
to the bill.

Mr. MOORE. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mr. STEWART. A parliamentary in-
quiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. STEWART. Have all committee
amendments been disposed of?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All com-
mittee amendments have been disposed
of, and the bill is now open to further
amendment.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, I have
suggested the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
senior Senator from Oklahoma yield for
that purpose?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield
for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll, and called Mr. AIKEN’S name,

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, be-
fore the clerk proceeds to call the roll
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I wish to ask the senior Senator from
Oklahoma if he will yield for a moment.
I wish to call up an amendment by
unanimous consent, which I understand
will be accepted. I wish to have an
opportunity to present the amendment
at this time. I do not wish to wait until
the roll call has been completed. I do
not desire to prevent a roll call, but I
ask unanimous consent that I now be
permitted to call up an amendment
which I understand is acceptable to all
concerned.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
senior Senator from Oklahoma yield so
the junior Senator from Tennessee may
present his amendment?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yielded
so the junior Senator from Oklahoma
could suggest the absence of a quorum.
If I have the privilege of yielding for the
purpose I shall be very glad to yield to
the Senator from Tennessee so he may
submit his amendment.

Mr, STEWART. Mr. President, if the
amendment is not accepted by unani-
mous consent I shall withdraw my re-
quest,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
junior Senator from Oklahoma withhold
his suggestion of the absence of a quo-
rum?

Mr. MOORE. Yes.

Mr. WHITE. Mr, President, had not
the clerk begun to call the roll? It seems
to me that when a roll call has been
begun it must be completed, after which
if the senior Senator from Oklahoma de-
sires to yield to the Senator from Ten-
nessee he can do so.

Mr. STEWART. Ithought I addressed
the Chair before the roll call was begun.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is informed that the clerk had
begun to call the roll, but that there had
been no response to the call, and the
junior Senator from Oklahoma has with-
held his suggestion of the absence of a
quorum,

Does the senior Senator from Okla-
homa yield to the Senator from Ten-
nessee?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee is recognized.

Mr. STEWART. Mr, President, I offer
my amendment, which was ordered to
lie on the table the other day and to be
printed. I ask that it be read for the
information of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
amendment will be stated.

The Curer CLERK. At the end of title
II of the bill, it is proposed to add the
following section:

BEc. 2056. Section 8 of the act of October 3,
1942 (Public Law 729, 77th Cong.), is hereby
amended by adding a new paragraph to read
as follows:

“PERISHABLE COMMODITIES

“Whenever a maximum price is established
on any fresh fruit or fresh vegetable, in-
cluding potatoes, adequate allowances shall |
be made for hazards of prcduction and mar-
keting of such commodities throughout the
crop year, including increased costs du: to
crop losses which have resulted or may result
from such hagards. If a maximum price has
been established on any such commodity, the
Price Administrator shall take immediate ac-
tion to review and increase such maximum

The
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price from time to time by making further
allowances to the extent necessary to com-
pensate for subsequent substantial changes
in such conditions including substantial re-
ductions in merchantable crop yields.”

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, before
the question is put on agreeing to the
amendment of the junior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr, STEWART], I wish to dis-
cuss it,

I personally see no objection to it. I
suggest that it may go to conference. If
it should develop that there is some seri-
ous objection to it by the O. P. A,, I am
sure the Senator from Tennessee will
permit the conference to consider that
question.

So I do not object to the amendment.

Mr. STEWART, I am willing to ac-
cept on those terms. Of course, Mr.
President, I should wish to have the
amendment insisted upon in the confer-
ence, if it is agreed to by the Senate. I
should want the conferees to insist upon
having it remain in the bill.

Mr, WAGNER. Of course, that would
be done.

M:. STEWART. But I can see no seri-
ous objection which the O. P. A. would
offer to it. In the maim ' is.a declara-
tion of policy. It affects only fresh fruits
and vegetables, perishable commodities.
The amendment itself, as read, is self-
explanatory.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
fBenator from Oklahoma renew the sug-
gestion of the absence of a quorum?

Mr. MOORE, Mr. President, I am in-
formed that more Senators have entered
the Chamber since I first suggested the
absence of a quorum. So I withdraw the
suggestion of the absence of a quorum.

Mr., THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I offer my amendment which
now lies on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated, for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The Cuier CLERK, At the proper place
in the bill, it is proposed to add the fol-
lowing:

Spec. 20€6. That notwithstanding the provi-
Elons of law no agent, bureau, or department
of the Government shall be authorized to fix,
establish, or maintain any price ceiling on
crude petroleum below 890 percent of the
parity price per barrel as shall be determined
by the application of the parity law “in the
case of all kinds of tobacco except burley
and fiue-cured” (par. (1) of (a) of sec. 301
of subtitle A of title III of Agricultural Ad-
Justment Act of 1038, as amended) : Provided,
That the provisions of this paragraph shall be
applicable to effect an average price of the
various grades of crude petroleum through-
out the United States at 90 percent of parity
as above defined: And provided further, That
the Director of the Office of Price Adminis-
tration shall proceed immediately to adjust
the celling price per barrel for such crude
petroleum in the various grades and the
refined products thereof and derivatives

therefrom in harmony with the provisions
of this paragraph.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President, the amendment is proposed as
8 new section to the hill. It has to do
with crude petroleum, commonly called
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oil. At the present time oil is priced at
64 percent of the parity price.

At this time I wish to call attention
to the relative prices for other products
which are used by the people of the
country, For example, the price of
grain stands at 129 percent of the par-
ity price; the price of livestock and poul-
try stands at 123 percent of the parity
price; the price of fruits and’vegetables
stands at 126 percent of the parity price;
the price of shoes stands at 126 percent
of the parity price; the price of hides
and skins stands at 111 percent of the
parity price; the price of clothing is now
107 percent of the parity price; the price
of cotton goods is now 113 percent of
the parity price; the price of woolen
and worsted goods stands at 112 percent
of the parity price; the price of bitumi-
nous coal stands at 120 percent of the
parity price; the price of coke stands at
130 percent of the parity price; the price
of motor vehicles stands at 112 percent
of the parity price; the price of building
materials stands at 115 percent of the
parity price; the price of lumber stands
at 153 percent of the parity price; the
price of drugs and pharmaceuticals
stands at 220 percent of the parity price;
the price of cattle feed stands at 159
percent of the parity price; and the price
of petroleum stands at 64 percent of the
parity price,

Mr. WHERRY.
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Harcn in the chair). Does the Senator
from Oklahoma yield to the Senator
from Nebraska?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Senator
please state the source or the authority
for the figures he has cited?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma., The fig-
ures were issued by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. The system used by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics is generally
recognized, and embraces some 900 com-
modities. It is based on 100 percent.
That 100 percent was the average price
of each of those commodities during the
year 1926. So when I give these figures
as being above the parity price, that
means the present price of the commod-
ity is that much above its average price
in 1926.

Mr. President, I am supporting- the
proposal to extend the price-control
legislation. At the same time, let me
say that I votéd for the cotton amend-
ment.

I shall vote for other amendments, if
they are offered, to adjust the prices
among the various commodities, to the
end that all our people and all the prod-
ucts of their labor shall be treated com-
parably and equally. That is the only
reason why I offer this amendment at
this time.

The producers of oil are forced to sell
their product at 64 percent of the parity
price, notwithstanding the fact that they
have to pay more for labor, for drilling,
and for everything they buy. Yet they
are permitted to sell their product at
only 64 percent of what the average price
was in 1926. Mr. President, I contend
that is an injustice and a hardship on
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the producers of oil throughout the en=-
tire United States.

Mr., BAREKLEY.
the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. T yield.

Mr. BARKLEY., When the Secretary
of the Interior, as Oil Administrator, I
believe, recommended an increase of 35
cents a barrel in the price of oil, I felt
that recommendation had much merit.
Frankly, I regretted that it was not
adopted, because I did not feel at the
time that it would be reflected in any
great injustice to the users of the re-
fined products of oil, such as gasoline,
motor oil, and other petroleum products.
That recommendation was disapproved
on the ground that, while some pro-
ducers of oil needed the increase, there
were others who did not need it.

An approach to the problem was being
sought, and, as I understand, is now
being sought, on the theory that some
sort of adjustment which will benefit
those who need it, without benefiting
those who do not need it, can be worked
out. Let me inquire what effect the Sen-
ator's amendment would have on that
situation. Does it provide for a general
increase for all producers of all grades
of oil in the United States?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The an-
swer is that it does.

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the Sena-
tor knows there are different grades of
crude oil. ‘I presume that the oil which
brings the highest price is Pennsylvania
oil, which has always brought a higher
price in the market than almost any
other oil, on the ground that it contains
a higher content of gasoline and other
petroleum derivatives,

In my State we have had a grade of
oil known as Somerset light, which we
have always felt merited as high a price
as any other oil in the country, because
of its content. But it never has been
accorded that price. That oil is now
bringing $1.43 a barrel. It has been
bringing that price for practically the
last year.

I can recognize that there is a diffi-
culty growing out of a general, across-
the-board increase in the price of oil,
which probably would benefit some com-
panies which do not need it, whereas
there are many companies and small or-
ganizations which do need it. Can the
Senator tell me whether under his
amendment the O. P. A. would be re-
quired, in connection with the increase
in the price of oil, to give all persons the
same increase, or could the O. P. A, grad-~
uate the increase and work out an ad-
justment according to the price of oil
and the needs of the individual pro-
ducers or the producers of a particular
type of 0il?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I desire to explain the amend-
ment and how I think it will operate. I
wish to reason with Senators. I do not
contemplate making a speech, but shall
be glad to answer any questions.

With respect to Pennsylvania oil, let
me say it is a very high quality oil. I do
not think it has any great quantity of
gasoline in it; but it is the highest quality
of oil for lubricating purposes, and for
that reason it now sells for appraximately

Mr. President, will
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$3 a barrel, which is evidence that it is
an oil of high quality. My amendment
would not affect the Pennsylvania pro-
duction.

I shall state the facts respecting oil.
The large companies produce oil and
refine it, and sell the refined products.
8o the larger companies are not inter-
ested in the price of crude oil. If they
were interested, they would want to buy
it as cheaply as they could; because if
they do not produce enough oil to serve
their refineries, they must go into the
open market and buy sufficient oil to
serve their refineries. So the large com-
panies are not interested in having the
price of oil increased. They would pre-
fer, so I am advised, to have the price of
oil decreased, because they produce the
oil and refine it, and sell the refined prod-
ucts; and what they receive is what is
paid for gasoline, lubricating oil, fuel oil,
and other refined products of oil.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY., Those same com-
panies do produce oil; do they not?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. They do,
but they refine it.

Mr. BARKLEY. My question was not
properly framed. Let me ask the Senator
whether they buy some 0il? They do,
do they not?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. They buy
oil only when they need it in order to
keep their refineries in operation. The
large companies not only produce the
oil they regularly need for their refin-
eries, but they also have oil stored in the
event they should need it in an emerg-
ency. So, Mr. President, the amendment
is intended to help the little fellow.

Personally, I have taken this matter
up with the O. P. A, and with Mr. Vinson.
For some reason, which no doubt is good
enough for themselves, they have refused
to give any favorable consideration to an
increase in the price of oil.,

There are in the country a very large
number of oil wells called stripper wells.
Bome of those wells produce as little as a
gallon of oil a day. Of course, others
produce more. The wells which produce
the smaller amounts of oil are called
stripper wells. In my State of Oklahoma
there are 53,000 so-called stripper wells
which produce less than 5 barrels of oil
8 day. Those small wells cannot con-
tinue producing at the present price.

The standard price of oil throughout
the country is $1.17 a barrel; that is for
oil of 36° gravity. Oil is gaged in value
according to gravity. Some other liquids
are gaged by proof, but oil is gaged by
gravity, Oil of 36° gravity sells for $1.17
a barrel, and the higher percentages sell
for more. The lower percentages sell for
less, This amendment relates to the
standard grade of 36° gravity. If this
amendment should be adopted, oils of
greater than 36° gravity would sell for
more than the price contemplated by the
amendment. Oils of less than 36° gravity
would sell for less than the parity price.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Benator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Harcr in the chair)., Does the Senator

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

from Oklahoma yield to the Senator
from Wisconsin?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Iyield.

Mr, WILEY. How much a barrel
would the proposed parity price be?
The Senator states that the present price
is $1.17.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. At the
present time some oils sell for as little as
75 cents a barrel. The lower grades—
grades which have a large asphaltic con-
tent, for example, and consists almost
entirely of tar or refuse—sell for less
than that.

Mr. WILEY. Under the terms of the
Senator’s amendment, what would the
price of $1.17 become?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. If my
amendment should be adopted, the parity
price on oil fixed by the amendment
would be $1.83 a barrel. The price of oil
would be raised to 90 percent of parity,
and the amendment states a parity
formula.

The parity formula is a tobacco for-
mula. - Some may wonder why I selected
a tobacco formula. The reason why the
regular formula was not selected was that
during the period from 1909 to 1914 not
much oil was produced throughout the
country at large. Oil was produced in
Pennsylvania, but the large production
of oil has been brought about since 1914,
So, we do not have accurate records of
either the production of oil or the price of
oil in that early period. So that period
is not a good one for basing the price of
oil. I have taken the tobacco formula
because it is based upon the period from
1919 to 1929, at a time when there was a
large production of oil, and at a time
when we had complete records of oil pro-
duction and oil prices. The average price
of 36° gravity oil from 1919 to 1929 was
$1.63 a barrel. So, under this amend-
ment that becomes the base price for oil.
The tobacco formula is based upon those
years,

The tfobacco formula is divided into
two parts. One is for flue-cured and bur-
ley tobaceo, and the other is for the com-
mon form of tobacco. I selected the
lower of the two. I did not select the
highest formula, that for flue-cured and
burley tobacco, because the index num-
ber is 140. The index number for the
common form of tobacco is 109.

So, I select a period which is definite,
and I take the average price for that pe-
riod, under the lowest formula which is
now in use, namely, the formula applica-
ble to the common grade of tobacco. So,
if the amendment is adopted, we shall
have a definite formula which cannot be
misconstrued. It is in use, and it is ap-
plied every day to the common form of
tobacco, wherever tobacco is grown. My
amendment, if adopted, would establish
a basic price for oil of $1.63 a barrel,
Applying the formula, multiplying the
basic price by 109 gives $1.83 as the pres-
ent parity price for oil. I am not asking
that the ceiling price be raised to 100
percent of parity. I place it at the loan
value on farm commodities, or 90 per-
cent of parity. So, if my amendment
should prevail, the parity price of oil
under the amendment would be raised to
$1.83. ¢
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Then I provide that neither the O. P. A,
nor any other agency of the Government
may fix a ceiling price on oil below 90
percent of parity.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I am seeking infor-
mation about the effect of the Senator’s
amendment. When he speaks of a ceil-
ing of $1.83, is he speaking of an average
over-all ceiling?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Under
this amendment the parity price would
be fixed at $1.83.

Mr, BARKLEY. I mean the parity
price. What effect would that have on
oil which is now selling at $1.43?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. It would
raise the price of such oil.

Mr. BARKLEY. To what point?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. I have
not computed it; but oil selling at $1.43
has a certain gasoline content. It has
a higher quality than 36° gravity oil.

Mr. BARKLEY, It has g higher qual-
ity than oil now selling for $1.17, does
it not?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Yes. So
if this amendment should be adopted it
would raise the price of the $1.43 oil to
approximately 20 or 25 cents above the
price of $1.83 fixed in the amendment.
It would raise the price of such oil to
a point above $2 a barrel.

Mr. BANKHEAD, What is the pres-
ent price?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
common brand of oil is selling on the
market for $1.17, which is the average
price.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I understand
the Senator’'s amendment, the effect of
it would be to raise the parity price of
oil which is selling for $1.17 a barrel to
$1.83, and the Senator’s amendment
would provide that the ceiling be fixed
at not less than 90 percent of that
amount.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, That is
correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Which would be
$1.65, or an increase of 48 cents a bar-
rel on the $1.17 oil.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. If the
Senator’s figures are accurate, he has
stated the correct theory.

Mr, President, the amendment is very
simple. It cannot be misconstrued. If
it should be adopted, the Administrator
could not make a mistake, because very
shortly he would figure out the base price,
and that would be carried indefinitely.
All one would have to do at any time to
find the parity price for oil would be to
call up the Department of Agriculture
and find out what the index number was
on common tobacco. If it were 110, he
would multiply the base price by 110.
That would give him the parity price for
that quality of oil, Figuring 80 percent
of that would give the ceiling below
which neither the O, P. A. nor any other
agency of the Government could go.
The amendment would not require the
0. P, A. to put the price up to the full
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amount, but it could not be put below
90 percent of parity.

The O. P. A. froze the price of oil
as it was found back in 1942, It was
very low, because at that time there was
a large production and a large amount of
oil was in storage. Now conditions are
different. We are using up our storage.
We are now using four and a half mil-
lion barrels of oil a day. Each day four
and a half million barrels of oil are re-
quired to supply the demand. Seven bar-
rels of erude oil are required to make one
barrel of high-test aviation gasoline,
Last year 127,000 airplanes were made
for the war effort. In addition to fur-
nishing gasoline for our own planes we
are furnishing gasoline for the British
planes, the Russian planes, and if there
are any other planes, we are furnishing
gasoline for those. So the present de-
mand for gasoline is heavy.

Likewise the demand for other things
made from oil is heavy. The demand
for gasoline for domestic use is heavy.
The demand for the lower grades of gas-
oline for trucks, tanks, and cars on the
battle front is also heavy. The demand
for fuel oil is heavy. At the present
time sufficient oil is not being produced
to supply the demand. I do not mean
by that statement that there is today a
shortage of oil, but the quantity of oil
being produced is decreasing. Formerly
we produced more new oil than we used,
and as a result we had a vast amount
of oil above ground. At the present
time the experts know of only 20,000,-
000,000 barrels of oil on which they can
place their fingers. That number of bar-
rels of oil now represents the present
supply in America. More than a billion
and a half barrels of oil a year are now
required to meet the demands of the
United States. "Divide 20,000,000,000 bar-
rels, the total present supply, by a bil-
lion and a half, the amount consumed
each year, and it will be seen that we
have a reserve which will last only about
12 years.

The question is, Shall we keep down
the price of oil to $1.17 a barrel, when
the price of labor and machinery is higher
than it has ever been, and when such
condition will mean a decrease in the
amount of wildcat drilling and a decrease
in the amount of oil to be discovered?

The record shows that as the price of
o0il goes up more drilling is done. In
1920 oil was selling for $3.07 a barrel.
In recent years the price of oil has been
declining. As it has declined those who
prospect for oil have ceased their pros-
pecting, and of late there has been little
drilling compared to that which was for-
merly done.

So, Mr, President, I offer this amend-
ment in order to stimulate prospecting
and drilling for oil. It would have the
tendency of promoting such activity.
If prospecting and drilling are not car-
ried on we may be confronted with the
same condition which existed with re-
spect to rubber at the time of Pearl
Harbor in 1941.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If my calculation
is correct, an increase of 48 cents a bar-
rel would be on the basis of the same
quality of oil which for the past year the
Petroleum Administrator for War has
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been insisting should be increased in
price 35 cents a barrel.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
Senator is correct. The amendment is
of such a nature that it would work auto-
matically. The recommendation made
recently by the Petroleum Administrator
for War was an arbitrary recommenda-
tion of an increase of 35 cents a barrel
for oil, without regard to where it came
from.

Mr. President, I do not desire to take
up the time of the Senate needlessly.
If there are any questions I shall be glad
to try to answer them.

Mr. MURDOCK, , Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Myr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield.

Mr. MURDOCK. Has the Senator
computed what the cost would be if the
amendment were adopted, based on our
present consumption of crude oil?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I may
say to the Senator that the calculation
is not based upon the consumption of
crude oil. :

Mr. MURDOCK. Has the Senator
figured what the total cost would be on
the basis of our present consumption?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No; I
have not made such a calculation, al-
though it could be made, I assume that
if we should run out of oil to the same
extent that we ran out of rubber we
would be very much embarrassed. Hav-
ing now on hand only a 12-year supply,
it seems to me that it is high time to do
something about increasing the discovery
of oil, if it can be done, and such objec-
tive is the purpose of the amendment.

Mr. MURDOCK. Does the Senator be-
lieve that discoveries would be very ma-
terially affected by a general increase
in the price of crude o0il?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. In an-
swer to the question, I may say to the
Senator from Utah that I hold in my
hand a booklet containing approxi-
mately a hundred pages. It represenis
a compilation of the hearings on the oil
situation which were held last year by
the Commiftee on Appropriations.

On page 34 of this booklet I find a
table which was prepared by the Oil In-
stitute. It shows the production of oil
from 1909 to 1942, In 1920 there were
40,163 wells placed in operation. That
was at a time when oil was selling at
$3.07 a barrel. More o0il wells were
brought in during that year than had
ever before been brought in in any one
year. In other words, during the year in
which the highest price was paid for
oil, the largest number of wells were
brought in. In 1920 the number of pro-
ductive oil wells drilled during the year
was 24,278, That was the largest num-
ber of new wells ever drilled in any one
year. So I submit, in answer to the Sen-
ator’s question, that the record shows
that when oil was being sold at $3.07 a
barrel, more oil wells were brought in
than had ever been brought in in the
history of oil production,

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. A while ago I spoke of
Somerset light oil produced in my State
selling for $1.33 a barrel. That same oil

JUNE 9

sold at the conclusion of the last war
for $3.50 a barrel. Other oil throughout
the country sold at slightly higher prices
than those prevailing at the present
time. As I recall, the price of gasoline
to the consumer at the time to which I
have referred was not much higher than
it is now. Of course, there is this dif-
ference to be considered: Taxes on gaso-
line are now higher than they ever were
before. At the time to which I have re-
ferred taxes on gasoline were practically
nothing, The Federal Government had
not yet entered into its program of tax-
ing gasoline, and the States had not in-
creased their gasoline taxes to any great
extent, all of which accounts for the
fact that gasoline now sells almost as
high, considering the lower prices for
crude oil, as it did back in the 1920’s
when crude oil was selling at a much
higher price. Does that statement con-
stitute a legitimate analysis of the rela-
tive difference between the present price
of gasoline and oil and the price in effect
during the period which I have men-
tioned?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I think
it does. Of course, labor costs are now
higher than they were during the former
period. The State taxes on gasoline are
higher now than they were then, and at
that time there was no Federal tax what-
ever on gasoline, All those items must
be added to the total cost which the con-
sumer has to pay.

Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senator will
yield further, allow me to ask him this
question: Suppose that the price of $1.17
oil should be raised under the Senator’s
amendment to $1.83, and that the price
of the $1.43 oil should be raised to ap-
proximately $2, what would be the re-
flected difference in the price of gaso-
line to the public?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. " It would
be from 1 to 3 cents a gallon, according
to the estimate of the refiners. Of
course, the cost of gasoline to the con-
sumer would be increased.

Mr. BARELEY. When the Senator
speaks of from 1 to 3 cents a gallon, does
he mean that some grades would be in-
creased 1 cent and other grades would be
increased three?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. With
reference to that point, I am not in posi-
tion to be definite,

Mr. BARKLEY, The increase would
be the same regardless of the grade of
oil from which the gascline was refined,
would it not?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. There
are different brands of gasoline,

Mr, BARKLEY. Yes; but frequently
more than one brand comes from the
same grade of oil.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. At the
present time the wholesale price of gaso-
line is 6 cents a gallon. The premium
grade, which means a higher quality of
gasoline, sells for 634 cents at wholesale.
There are 42 gallons of oil in a barrel.
The refiners are able to obtain on the
average 18 gallons of gasoline from 1
barrel of cil. It has been estimated by
the refiners with whom I have talked that
the price of the cheaper grades of gaso-
line would perhaps not be raised as much
aZ the price of the higher grades. On
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the market it is possible to obtain vari-
ous grades of gasoline, During ordinary
times a person could buy at a filling sta-
tion low or high quality gasoline. Some
of the well-known brands of gasoline
have cost 2 or 3 cents a gallon more than
the cheaper brands.

Mr. President, in further answer to the
question asked by the Senator from Utah,

- I wish to place in the Recorp the follow-
ing information which shows the trend
of exploratory drilling results.

In 1938 there were 6,442,000 barrels of
new oil discovered. That was oil com-
ing from wildcat wells. ;

In 1939 the volume dropped to 4,209,-
800.

In 1940 it had dropped to 3,129,000.

In 1941 the drop was down to 717,700
barrels.

In 1942 it was 643,000 barrels.

In other words, during a period of 5
years the production of new oil had fallen
from more than 6,000,000 barrels a year
to less than 1,000,000 barrels a year.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Did not prior-
ities on steel have something to do with
that, along with the price?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No. It
is my understanding that there is no dif-
ficulty in obtaining priorities for the de-
velopment of new oil fields. It is not
possible to get them for drilling in old
territory, but for approved new fields no
priority has been required. The War
Production Board realizes the importance
of new production, and it has made it
easy. The trouble is that the price of oil
is so low that men who have money will
not risk if, and those who do not have
money simply cannot drill.

The next list I wish to place in the
Recorp is that showing the total number
of wells completed during the period 1937
to 1942,

In 1937 the total number of oil wells
completed was 22,481.

In 1938, it was 18,544,

In 1939, it was 17,687.

In 1940, it was 19,225,

In 1941, it was 19,472,

In 1942, 2 years ago, it fell to 10,954,

The next table I wish to have in the’

REecorp shows the amount of production
from these wells.

The average initial oil production, in
barrels daily, for all the wells completed,
was as follows: s

In 1837, 24,222,121,

In 1938, 16,872,701,

In 1939, 10,512,729,

In 1940, 10,227,178.

In 1941, 8,822,500.

In 1942, 2,841,300.

The average initial production per well
was as follows:

In 1937, 1,077 barrels.

In 1938, 909 barrels.

In 1939, 594 barrels.

In 1940, 532 barrels.

In 1941, 453 barrels.

In 1942, 259 barrels.

The trend in the decline is positive.
Fewer wells are being drilled, smaller
flelds are being found. It seems to me
that precaution should be taken, and
that something should be done to stim-
ulate exploration in an attempt to find

more oil.
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The record further shows that the
higher price will accomplish that result,
and for that reason I have offered the
amendment to increase the parity price,
and then to provide that no agent of
the Government may fix a selling price
on oil below 90 percent of parity. I
submit the amendment for a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr, THOMAS].

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I do
not care to take up much of the time of
the Senate on the pending amendment.
The Senator from Oklahoma has out-
lined very clearly the important consid-
erations involved. Primarily, the pur-
pose is to stimulate the production of oil.
That involves, incidentally, a slight in-
crease in the price of petroleum.

I happen to be a member of the special
committee the Senate has appointed to
investigate the entire oil situation, under
the able chairmanship of the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. MaLoxgY], and if
the Members of the Senate could have
heard the testimony which has been ad-
duced before the committee, they would
realize that oil has become a world prod-
uct, and now that all the nations of the
earth are reaching out, and after the war
the contest will be much more vigorous,
to get command of the oil resourccs of
the world. _

. The Oil Administrator, Secretary
Ickes, as Senators know, on two or three
separate occasions has made a thorough
survey of the oil situation with regard
to price, and has made recommendation
that there be an increase in the price of
crude petroleum, but his recommenda-
tion failed to secure the approval of the
authorities in the O. P. A. and Judge
Vinson’s office.

« Mr. President, as has been so well
pointed out by the Senator from Okla-
homa, the present ceiling price of oil,
which means an average of all grades of
oil, some selling above the price and
some below, is $1.17, That figure is only
64 percent of parity. The prices of other
commodi ' ies cited by the Senator from
Oklahoma equal parity; some of them
exceed parity. I see no reason whatever
why oil should not receive the same de-
gree of consideration, as to the fairness
of its price, that other commodities
receive.

I do not own a gallon of oil, and T am
not interested in any oil company, much
to my sorrow and regret, and I have no
personal interest in this matter, but
normally my State is the producer of
large quantities of oil, and in my con-
tacts with tke oil interests, the inde-
pendents particularly, I have learned
that the prices of their materials, the
price of their drilling machinery, of their
pipe, and of every element that goes into
the cost of producing oil, have risen
greatly since about the time of the be-
ginning of the war.

Labor costs have skyrocketed; labor
is scarce at the present moment, and
those familiar with the oil business repre-
sent to me that at the present levels they
cannot bring about & greater volume of
wildcat production. The Senator from
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Oklahoma Is correct in saying thaf the
great mass of the initial production of
oil is done by the wildcatter. He is
the one who ventures forth and dis-
covers a fleld, and after it is proven the
large companies move in and acduire
leases within the field. The large com-
panies do some exploring, but they de-
pend very largely for exploration and
piloneering- on the small, independent
operators. :

Mr, President, in my State there is
an organization called the railroad com-
mission. Under our laws it has juris-
diction of oil and gas. That commis-
sion has made very careful surveys, and
has on a number of occasions represented
to me that it thought it necessary, in
behalf of increasing production and really
conserving some of the fields which are
now in existence, some of the stripper
wells, to increase the price. A 'stripper
well occurs where flush production has
already been enjoyed and a well produces
only a few gallons a day, which must be
pumped. The operating costs for that
kind of a well are very high. Yet the
total production of stripper wells consti=
tutes a very considerable portion of the
volume produced in the United States,
because there are so many of them. Like
Lincoln’s poor people, God must have
{tl:;ved them, because he made so many of

em.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is it not also true
that the stripper wells cannot be closed
down and reopened, that once they are
closed the loss is permanent?

Mr. CONNALLY. Whenever a sfrip-
per well is closed salt water or something
else seeps in, and the well never can be
reopened profitably; it is gone. A strip-
per well, with the high operating costs,
unless the operators cbtain a fair price,
cannot operate, and unless a fair price
were provided, many of the stripper wells
would pass out of existence.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. MURDOCEK. Would it not be
possible to subsidize the stripper wells,
and take care of them in that way, in-
stead of having the general rise in price
that is contemplated by the amendment?

Mr. CONNALLY. That could be done,
and I think that is being done to some
extent. .

Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senator will
yield, that program has not been in-

augurated.
It has been talked

Mr. CONNALLY,
about.

Mr. BARELEY, I conferred a day or
two ago with Judge Vinson about this
problem, It was due largely to his dis-
approval of the recommendation of Sec-
retary Ickes that the 35-cents-a-barrel
increase was not put into effect. The
authorities are now considering ap-
proaching the subject from the stand-
point of taking care of the stripper wells
to which the Senator has referred.
What will be adequate I do not know, but
they are giving the subject consideration,
and I understand sympathetic conside
eration, -

Mr, CONNALLY, Ithank the Senator
from Utah for his suggestion.
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Mr. President, I have no hesitaney in
admitting that if one man cannot do
something at a certain income level, and
his case is fixed by handing him some
free money, of course that suits him. But
that does not suit all the others engaged
in the industry who are undergoing per-
haps not so great a hardship as the
stripper, but are themselves going to ar-
rive at the stripper’s state sooner or later.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. T yield.

Mr. MOORE. - Commenting on the
suggestion made by the Senator from
Utah about subsidizing the stripper wells,
the industry well knows, for the matter
has been thoroughly explored, that it is
so impractical that it would be impos-
sible to do it without tremendous over-
head.

Mr. CONNALLY. It would involve a
tremendous administrative cost.

Mr. MOORE. It is like many other
things in connection with regulating
prices; it would produce evasions and
practices of that kind.

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes.

Mr. MOORE. I should like to say,
with the Senator's permission, in his
time, if I may——

Mr. CONNALLY, I have no assurance
of time. Proceed, Senator.

Mr. MOORE. I only wish to say that
I approve of the amendment. Like
many other Members of the Senate, I
do not generally approve of fixing prices
by legislation, in fact, I am very much op~
posed to it; but as the Senator from
Texas and the Senator from Oklahoma
and many other Senators know, an in-
crease in the price of oil has been over-
due for a long period of time.

The Petroleum Administrator for War
has repeatedly, as has been stated, rec-
ommended an increase in the price of oil
for reasons set forth. This matter has
been submitted to every executive agency
that has had jurisdiction of it, and to
every Member of Congress considering
the matter, and there never has been a
single instance when the members of the
committees have not been thoroughly
convinced of the justice of the proposed
inerease in price. Therefore I am en-
dorsing and approving the amendment,
because the increase in price can be ob-
tained in no other way.

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sena-
tor. He says he is generally opposed
to fixing prices by law. I suppose most
of us are. But the purpose behind the
whole of the O. P, A. legislation is to fix
prices by law. We do not pass a sep=
arate statute with respect to each com-
modity, but when we vest in an agency
or a bureau the power to fix prices, the
prices are fixed by law. In many cases
instead of Congress making the law, the
bureau makes the law, but it is no Iess a
fixing of prices by law when the cases
are all placed in one hopper than when
individual cases are picked out and stat-
utes passed with respect to them, We
are not now proposing to pick out indi-
vidual cases, but to make a general rule.

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., CONNALLY. T yield.
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Mr. BARKLEY., 1T wish to correct a
statement I previously made. A moment
ago I suggested that the O. P. A. and
Judge Vinson were considering dealing
with the stripper wells—by way of a sub-
sidy. I do not know that it is by way
of subsidy. I have the impression that
it is by way of an increase in the price,
but it may be by a subsidy.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, An in-
crease of 30 percent.

Mr. BARKELEY, Thirty percent, Let
me ask the Senator from Texas a ques-
tion. I object, and I do not suppose I
have to reiterate my objection, to Con-
gress by law fixing prices of anything, I
do not think we are any better qualified
to do that than we are to fix the railroad
rates, For that reason we have created
an Interstate Commerce Commission to
fix railroad rates. We have created a
8 tariff commission to fix tariff rates.
We have done that because of the diffi-
culty, if not the impossibility, of Con-
gress en masse getting the information
upon which scientifically we can act.

I wanted to ask the Senator this ques-
tion: Since the Bankhead amendment in
regard to cotton has been adopted by the
Senate and it has been placed in the bill,
it leaves less ground to stand upon for
those who, on account of principle, ob-
jected to it for the same reason might
object to the pending amendment and
to other amendments dealing with spe-
cific commodities. I do not know what
the House will do. I do not know
whether a similar proposal will be con-
tained in its bill when it comes to the
Senate. I understand the House has
already defeated an amendment similar
to the Bankhead amendment which was
submitted to the O. P. A. bill which is
there now under consideration. If the
House bill should be passed without such
an amendment as this, the subject would
be in conference. If both Houses aft
favorably upon it, it will not be in con-
ference.

Mr. President, all of that leads to this:
What comparison and what relationship
does the Senator from Texas feel exist
as between natural products which are
limited in quantity and cannot be in-
creased by any of the genius of man?
All man can do is to find more of them
if they are in existence, but he cannot
create oil or coal or copper. When the
wages of coal miners were increased last
year, I think 22 cents a ton were added
to the price of coal in order to absorb the
increase in the cost of production. That,
of course, was an official recognition by
agencies of the Government of a wage in-
crease sanctioned by the Government,
and therefore they reflected it in an in-
creased price for the coal which was
produced. Now we know there has been
an increase in the wage rate of those who
work in oil fields, but that may not have
been sanctioned by the Government. If
may have come about by force of circum-
stances.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY. How does the Sena-
tor in his own mind compare the situa-
tions, one being an official recognition of
an increase in wages by the Government
to one type of producers of a natural
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product, and another an increase which
had been brought about by force of cir-
cumstances, which is just as effective as
if it had been sanctioned by the Govern-
ment, being reflected also in a compara-
tive inerease in the price of the product
produced?

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sena-
tor. The point he has made is a very
valuable one. In the case of the pro-
duction of oil I know that the cost of
labor and production have both gone up,
but I do-not think in any case that has
ever been called to my attention that
the increase in wages was the result of
any Government action or the action of
any board. It was because of the short-
age of manpower and the atiractive
wages paid in other industries. It was
difficult to secure sufficient manpower to
drill the wells, and when the operators
did secure the manpower they had to
pay higher wages.

On the other hand, lef us consider the
coal situation. Coal is sometimes re-
garded as a competitor of oil. I do not
see the Senator from Pennsylvania pres-
ent. I presume he will not take serious
umbrage at that statement. But in the
case of coal when the miners demand and
receive an increase in their wages, then
the Government automatically lifts the
price of coal, and the consumers must
pay the additional price. But in the
case of oil we are told “No, we froze you
back yonder in 1941, and when frozen
you have got to stay frozen. We have
given you the “Birdseye” treatment, and
you have got to keep it up.”

Mr, President, that is not a fair method
of treating the two industries. Every-
one knows that the price of coal has just
been raised, and the increased price was
passed back to the consumer, and then
the money was handed over to the
miners, They vote in quite large num-
bers, as Senators know.

Mr. President, I was saying a moment
ago that in Texas we have a railroad
commission whose functions include the
regulation of the transportation of coal
and gas, and the regulation of produc-
tion, and the determination of how many
wells can be drilled on how many acres,
and how many barrels can be produced
after the operators strike oil. I have a
telegram from each one of the members
of that commission urging that this
amendment be adopted. They have
communicated with the members of
committees of the House and the Senate.
They have communicated almost daily,
in conference, with the Oil Administra-
tor for War. They favor and approve
the action of Secretary Ickes, as Oil Ad-
ministrator, in heretofore seeking an in-
crease in the price of oil.

The chairman of that commission in
Texas is the Honorable Beauford H.
Jester. I have received a telegram from
him, under date of June 1. I will not
place it in the REcorp, because I do not
wish to encumber the ReEcorp. I have
received another telegram from the
Honorable Olin Culbertson, railroad
commissioner of Texas, under date of

~June 1,

While I do not have it at hand at the
moment, I have also received a telegram
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from the other member of that com-
mission, the Honorable Ernest O.
Thompson, who was formerly chairman
of the commission, strongly urging adop-
tion of the amendment. I have also re-
ceived numberless letters and other
communications from him and the other
members, from time to time.

Now let me address my remarks to
the Senator from Kentucky, because I
wish to answer his gquestion and the
question asked by another Member of
the Senate. I may state that what I
shall say is not particularly serious, so
the Senator can continue to talk to the
Senator who sits near him, if he wishes
to do so.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, what-
ever the Senator says is always serious,
even if he does not mean to have it so.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from

Kentucky made the point that there is
a difference between commodities the
sources of which are exhaustible and
other commodities. He pointed out that
once the source was exhausted, no more
could be obtained. He also pointed out
that in the case of oil, all one had to do
was to find it. Let me tell the Senator
that when anyone tries to find oil he
undertakes a tremendous job. In my
State, after the location of a well is se-
lected, it is often necessary to drill the
well 12,000 feet deep in order to reach
the oil. We have a number of wells
12,000 feet deep or more. That means
the operator must pay $125,000 or more
just for the drilling of the well. We
have numerous wells 8,000 or 9,000 feet
deep.

I see the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Moore] is smiling. Let me ask him if
what I have said is not true?

Mr. MOORE. I understand that it is
true.

Mr. CONNALLY. In fact, there are
slanting wells in Oklahoma. I under-
stand there is an oil well under the State
House in the capifal of Oklahoma, and
that in order to get to the well the drill
was slanted, so that it punctured the
pool under the statehouse. Is - that
true? y

Mr. MOORE. I think it is.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from
Oklahoma should know.

Mr. President, I do not wish to take
up any more of the time of the Senate.

Mr. BAREKLEY. Mr. President, I hope
the Senator does not imply that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has a slant on the
situation like that one.

Mr, CONNALLY. Under the circum-
stances under which he got here, I think
he has a slant on the whole State, or
the State has a slant on him, one way
or the other. [Laughter.]

At any rate, let me say that I shall
vote for the amendment, on the ground
that it will aid in increasing the produc-
tion of oil at a time when it is needed for
war purposes as never before, and be-
cause it will be needed after the war
comes to an end. The Senator from
Utah, as I recall, mentioned a subsidy.
I do not like subsidies in principle. I do
not see why the Government should pay
a subsidy to help a person get cheap
gasoline, so that he may run up and
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down the roads and wear out the roads
we are building. I do not see why he
should not pay for the value of the gaso~
line, if he is going to get it.

Incidentally, of course, I should be will-
ing to pay for more gasoline than I am
getting now, if I could get it. [Laughter.]
But that is beside the point.

The taxpayers are under no obligation,
as I see it, to pay a subsidy. Of course,
the payment of a subsidy would be justi-
fied if the Army and the Navy, for in-
stance, had no other way to obtain a sup-
ply of gasoline. I will say to the Sena-
tor from Utah that would be entirely jus-
tifiable; even though it would be out of
the ordinary line of thinking, I would
have no disagreement with that view.

Mr. MURDOCEK. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield.

Mr. MURDOCK. In the production of
copper, lead, and zinc, instead of provid-
ing a general price increase, the high-cost
operators of producing those commodi-
ties were granted subsidies, and thus the
needed production was obtained. But at
the same time the line was held on the
high-price ceiling.

I wonder if the desire is to get the
stripper wells into production, and to
keep them in production.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is one of the
desires.

Mr. MURDOCEK. I wonder how much
more economical it would be to subsidize
the stripper wells, rather than to grant
to all the large oil corporations a general
increase in prices, when today they are
making more millions than they have
ever before made in all their history.

Mr., CONNALLY., I will answer the
Senator,

Mr., MURDOCEK. Of course, by in-
creasing the price of oil, we would in-
crease the price of the most important
article which is used in the entire war
program.

Mr. CONNALLY. Oil is no more im=-
portant in the war effort than copper.

Mr. MURDOCK. No; but we are hold-
ing the line on copper, and we are sub-
sidizing the high-cost producers.

I am willing to do that if it is necessary.
If someone would simply give the figures,

regarding what the adoption of this.

amendment would cost the country over

" a period of a month or a year, in view of

the tremendous profits which now are
being made by the oil companies, I doubt
that the amendment would be adopted.

Mr. CONNALLY., Very well; I shall
answer the Senator. He is thinking only
in terms of dollars, in terms of how much
the adoption of the amendment would
cost the people of the country. I do not
know what it would cost them; but the
gasoline and oil should cost them what it
is worth. That should be the cost to all
organizations, whether large or small. If
the doctrine which is to be applied is
based on the question of how much the
cost will be we should insert a provision
cutting all prices in half, and thus save
considerable money t> everyone,

Mr. President, the Senator from Utah
has referred to the large profits made by
some of the oil companies. I think some
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of the oil companies are making large
profits.

Mr. MURDOCK. They are making the
largest profits in their history.

Mr. CONNALLY. At this time I shall
revert to a discussion had earlier todav.
A while ago I endeavored to point out
that the oil in question is discovered by
the wildcatters, the operators of the
small companies. They risk their money.
Whenever they find an oil field the large
companies move in and buy it.

I understand, although I have not seen
the figures, that some of the large com-
panies are making great profits. But they
are doing it by the manufacture of high-
octane gasoline and by the sale of it to
the Government, at a high price, for the
Army and the Navy. They are making
their profits on the subsidization of their
program for the manufacture of syn-
thetic rubber, in connection with which
the Government has been building the
plants and turning them over to those
companies. They are making it in the
refining operations in which the $mall
operators do not engage. They are mak-
ing it from their pipe lines, which the
small operators do not have. The larger
company is an integrated company. It
has some oil production of its own, and
also has the oil it buys from other oil
producers. Then it has its refinery out-
let for all grades of gasoline, first, and for
lubricating oil, crude oil, and a dozen
other distillates and petroleum products.
It makes some profit on all of them. Then
it has its own pipe line, in which it nof
only transports its own oil and gasoline,
but transports oil and gasoline for other
companies; and it receives a high profit
from the operation of the pipe line.

The small operator has only a small
well somewhere out in the country. When
he sells the oil he obtains from that well
he is through.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I should like to ask
the Senator from Texas and also the
Senator from Oklahoma whether under
the pending amendment it would be pos-
sible for the Government, through the
O. P. A, or the War Department, the
Navy Department, or any other govern-
mental agencies, to compel the larger
companies which are making unaccus-
tomed profits from the refining of oil to
absorb any part of the increase in the
price of crude oil, so as not to pass all
of it on to the public in the form of an
increase in the price of gasoline and in
the prices of other petroleum products.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr, President, I
never like to interpret anotlrer Senator’s
amendment. Therefore I yield to the
Senator from Oklahoma. I do not desire
to embarrass him.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President, it is my understanding that
if the amendment should become a part
of the law, the O. P. A. then would pro-
ceed to fix ceiling prices on the deriva-
tives and products of oil.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is correct.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is
not now being done. Today the ceiling
price is placed only on crude oil, and the
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price of gasoline and the price of other
products of oil is permitted to be gov-
erned by the contracts between the pro-
ducers and the consumers.

The- pending amendment would re-
quire the O. P. A. not to fix the ceiling
price helow 90 percent of the parity price,
and then to proceed to fix the ceiling
prices en other oil products or derivatives
in harmony with the pnce for the crude
oil.

Mr. CONNALLY. That will reach the
problem.

Mr. BARKLEY. In other words, the
answer to my question is, “Yes; the
O. P. A, could do that”; is that correct?

Mr. CONNALLY. That is correct.

Mr. BARELEY. The Senator said
the average price of crude gasoline at the
refinery is 6 and a fraction cents a
gallon,

Mr. CONNALLY. The price is 6 cents
a gallon, and for the premium grade it
is 62 cents a gallon.

Mr. BARELEY. In other words, the
gasoline station at the corner of the road
pays 6 and a fraction cents a gallon
for the gasoline it sells. It sells that
gasoline for 15, 16, 20, and in some cases
as much as 25 or 26 cents a gallon, de-
pending on the amount of the State and
Federal taxes. I do not think any State
tax is more than 7 cents. Added to the
cost of 6 cents is a State tax which on
the average probably is 3 or 4 cents a
gallon. If we add that 3 or 4 cents, or
if we assume that the tax in the various
States is 4 cents, on the average, or even
5 cents, and if we add the Federal fax,

~ we arrive at a price of approximately 11
cents a gallon which the retailer pays for
the gasoline he sells to the public for
15, 16, and in some places as much as
21 or 22 cents a gallon.

Mr. CONNALLY., That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY. It seems to me that
somewhere in that process there ought
to be an absorption of the increased
price of oil. It seems to me that it could
be done without much injury to the
public which is buying gasoline, if the
O. P. A. has full authority to deal with
that situation.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I am
glad the Senator asked the question, be-
cause the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
THoMmas| very clearly pointed out that
under the terms of this amendment the
Office of Price Administration would be
able to regulate a field which it is not
now regulating. If the price ceilings on
lubricating oil and all the other by-
products of oil are reduced, there will
be no opportunity for high profits in re-
fining; and, as the Senator suggests, the
price of gasoline itself can be regulated.

I do not wish to take up any more of
the time of the Senate. I am supporting
this amendment because it would aid in
stimulating the production of crude oil
when we need it. It would give recogni-
tion to the policy of parity, which the
Congress adopted in solemn statutory
form years ago. That is our policy, and
all we are seeking to do is to implement
that policy by saying that the Adminis-
trator shall observe a certain standard,
We are not fixing the price by law. We
are simply setting up a standard, a meas-
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urement, a yardstick for the guidance of /| -

the price-fixing agency.

I think we have clearly demonstrated
that the costs of production have vastly
increased. Everyone knows that fo be
so. Every cost entering intd the produc-
tion of an oil well has inecreased, and it is
only fair that producers should receive
90 percent of parity, when the theory of
the parity law was that they should
receive 100 percent,

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, in the
measure pending before the Senate there
is now a specific provision intended to
guarantee cotton producers parity price
for cotton, as I understand it. I have no
quarrel with that provision. I supported
it. T believe in the principle of parity
prices for farm commodities. Cotton is
entitled to the favorable consideration
we gave it today. But we Have another
natural resource in this country for
which there is a great demand. While
cotton has been selling at close to parity
for several years, crude petroleum has
been selling at prices far below any pos-
sible parity formula that can be fairly
computed.

Therefore, if only in the interest of
fairness and equity, the Office of Price
Administration should be instrueted by
the Congress to provide increased prices
for crude petroleum.

But more than equity is involved. The
present prices for crude petroleum,
based on the price level of around 1937,
while most other prices are based on the
levels of 1941 and 1942, are not sufficient
to operate thousands of stripper wells at
cost. Hence these wells are being aban-
doned. Once abandoned, they are
through pumping oil forever. Water
comes in and takes the wells, and that
petroleum is lost. The time is coming
when even the United States cannot
afford to throw away its reserves of
petroleum.

I am supporting the amendment for an
increase in the price of crude oil, in the
interest of national defense, and in the
interest also of conserving this great
natural resource, as well as in the in-
terest of the small independent producers
who are being eliminated from produc-
tion by the present unduly low prices
enforced by the Office of Price Adminis-
tration.

In this connection, Mr. President, I
ask to have printed at this point in the
Recorp a statement by Mr. Russell
Brown, general counsel for the Independ-
ent Petroleum Association of America,
dated June 2, 1944; an article from the
Wichita (Kans.) Beacon, published May
20, 1944, with an accompanying letter
from Arthur L. Vermillion, executive vice
president of the Union National Bank of
Wichita, Kans., giving the views of W. B.
Harrison, president of the Union National
Bank and vice chairman of the Kansas
Industrial Development Commission;
also an interesting communication from
W. L. Hartman, an independent oil pro-
ducer of Wichita, Kans., giving valuable
statistical information on Kansas oil pro-
duction; also a telegram from former
Governor Payne Ratner of Wichita, and
other telegrams received by me in the
past few days on this very important
subject.

JUNE 9

. There:being no cbjection, the matters
referred to were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

INDEPENDENT PETROLEUM
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
Washington, D. C., June 2, 1944,
To the Members of the Congress of the
United States:

The independent producers of petroleum
have proposed to the Congress, during the
hearings before the Banking and Currency
Committee;, an amendment to the price
control law, the purpose of which is to cor-
rect the petroleum shortage. We respect-
fully request your earnest consideration and
support of such amendment,

In a collection of charts which the Office
of Price Administration sent to Members of
Congress, accompanied by a letter bearing
date of May 17, it was asserted that “propo-
sals to increase the price of crude petroleum
have been based upon these claims” (then
followed four statements).

The statements failed to include the one
which is of greatest public concern, present
shortage of oil. That consideration has been
emphasized in the representations made by
the oil producers.

An elaborate reply would be required to
refute the contentions made in the 20 pages
of charts prepared by the O. P. A. We shall

" here confine' ourselves to the four proposi-

tions stated on page 2 of the booklet. On
the following .four pages are the “claims"” as
stated by O: P. A., with our comment thereon,

Respectfully submitted.

RusseLL B. BROwN,
General Counsel.

Claim No, 1: That petroleum reserves are
being "exhausted—producing a shortage or
crude oil.

Contrary proof offered by O. P, A.: A graph
showing increase in estimates of proved re-
serves from 1937 to 1943, with a small decline
in 1943.

The facts: It is producible oil, not total
estimated TeServes, that is the basis of sup-
ply.. There is a present shortage of produc-
ing ability and a substantial refining ca-
pacity that is idle because of lack of crude
oil. There is a steady drain on oil in above-
greund storage. The rationing program and
the shameful black market eloguently testify
to shortage.

“On May 3 we received a request from
the Joint Chiefs of Staff for an immediate
increase in the production of oil from

Elk Hills from the present rate of 15,000

barrels a day to 65,000 barrels aday * * *,

“I need not add that we in the Navy had
hoped to conserve the Elk Hills Reserve with
only nominal withdrawal throughout. But
we have been forced to the reluctant con-
clusion that a large increase in production is
now imperative.” (Assistant Secretary of the
Navy Ralph Bard.)

Claim No. 2. That a price increase is needed
to stimulate the drilling of new wells,

Contrary proof offered by O. P, A.: A chart
showing that wildcat drilling was greater
in 1943 than in the 6 previous years, an esti-
mate of the number that may be drilled this
year, and a statement that shortage of mate-
rials and manpower, not inadequate price,
was responsible for the decline in drilling of
wells other than wildeats.

The facts: Wildcat wells is not a complete
answer. Development wells must be drilled.
The yearly average of producing oil wells
drilled for the years 1940-41 was 19,160; for
the years 1842 and 1943 it was 10,032 wells,
approximately one-half of the preceding 2-
year average, while demand for oil was in-
creased greatly.

The number of wells actually drilled in
1942-43 in’ areas unrestricted by regulations
declined sharply from previous years.
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Total number' of wells recommended by
the Petroleum Administration as this year's
program is 24,000. Deputy Administrator
Davies recently testified that he doubted
that they would do better than 22,000.

Materials, manpower, and price are the im-
portant elements of a production program.
Price will go far to overcome the shortage
in the other two. That Is the experienced
Judgment of our industry.

Claim No. 3. That a price increase is needed
to keep stripper wells in operation. .

Contrary proof offered by O. P. A. A page
of statistics labeled, *Well abandonment at
very low level in price-control years."” The
table shows a. lower rate of abandonments
in 1943 than in any year since 1939.

The facts: A careful and comprehensive
survey—not a computed estimate—now being
made by the Interstate Oil Compact Com-
mission and the National Stripper Well As-
sociation, will reveal, according to the pres-
ident of the latter organization, that more
wells were abandoned in 1943 than in the
previous year; the 1942 total was 10,541,
according to the same authorities, not the
7,600 shown in the O. P. A, tabulation. Of-
ficlal notice of this problem was taken on
April 21, 1942, by the Petroleum Coordinator
for National Defense, and in recommendation
No. 47 required 30 days’' notice of the inten-
tion to abandon wells capable of producing
1 barrel or more per day and reserving the
right to disapprove.

Despite its claim that well abandonments
are decreasing, O. P. A. has proposed a sub-
sidy to prevent abandonments.

Claim No. 4. That present prices are a
hardship upon producers.

Lontrary proof offered by O. P. A.: Graphs
of “profits of 12 large crude-oil producers”
and of 10 major companies. As to the latter,
the profits figures shown by O. P. A. do not
agree with the published statements of the
companies, E E

The facts: The fact that 10 or 22 companies
selected by O. P. A. are making profits does
not answer. the problem, The thousands of
oil producers throughout the United- States
are the measure of the success or failure of
the producing industry. According to the
published reports of the Treasury Depart-
ment of the United States, a majority of
companies engaged only in production of oil
were losing money even before the addition
of wartime costs and difficulties.

Union NaTIONAL BANK,
Wichita, Kans., May 26, 1944.
The Honorable Mr. ARTHUR CAPPER,
Senator of Kansas,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Sir: We are enclosing herewith a very
timely article on our ofl situation written by
Mr. W. B. Harrison, president of our bank.
Mr. Harrison is thoroughly familiar with our
immediate problems affecting our oil indus-
tries, more particularly the developments of

new fields, which means the increasing of our

oil reserves,

We humbly pray that you will give imme-
diate considefation to an increase in the price
of crude oil in order to hastem the successful
conclusion of the present war and to perpetu-
ate one of the greatest American industries
in the post-war period. New fields can only
be discovered and developed by increasing the
price of crude oil, and the present price does
not afford the proper spread between the cost
of drilling new wells and the price of crude
oil. Drilling costs have increased many times
during the past few years, while the price of
crude oll has remained at a fixed price,

If there is any additional information you
desire on this subject we will be glad to fur-
nish same, as we want to do everything we can
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to cooperate in the proper evaluation of the
many problems confronting the oil industry.
! Very truly yours,
ArRTHUR L. VERMILLION,
Ezecutive Vice President,

[From the Wichita Beacon of May 20, 1944]
CrUDE DEVELOPMENT HALTED BY Low PRICE
(By W. B. Harrison, president, Union National
Bank, Wichita, and vice chairman, Kansas

Industrial Development Commission)

The oil business means so much to EKansas
that we cannot afford to let erroneous infor-
mation regarding the present status and fu-
ture prospects of this great industry gain
general circulation in the United States. At
present there is widespread prediction that
the Nation’s supply of oll is about to be ex-
hausted.

Based on this erroneous belief, we find the

eastern seaboard States, which have always

clamored for cheap oil for fuel purposes, plan-
ning to open flood gates for forelgn crude
into the United States immediately after the
war. We also find the Government itself
planning investment of more than $100,000,-
000 in a pipe line in Arabia to facilitate trans-
portation of Arablan oil into the United
States.

Either of these moves would directly affect
the oil industry in Kansas and the South-
west, with a strong tendency to lower the
price, although the price is now far too low,
and neither of the moves contemplated is
based on facts. They are based only on sup-
positions which can easily be proved to be
unwarranted,

PREVIOUS FALSE ALARMS

This is by no means the first time that the
cry has been raised that the United States’
supply of crude oil is being exhausted.
Within my own memory the same assertion
has been made by Government officials loudly
and insistently at three distincet periods in
the last 40 years. In 1908 the United States
Geological Survey estimated that the maxi-
mum oil resources of the United States was
24,500,000,000 barrels, Some 2,000,000,000
barrels in excess of that amount has been
produced since that estimate was made, and
there is general agreement that we have at
least 20,000,000,000 barrels now in known
Teserves.

In 1919 the same Government bureau es-
timated that the total amount of oil in the
ground for future use was a little less than
7.000,000,000 barrels. In the 25 years since
that estimate was made there has been dis-
covered in oil reserves more than five times
this amount, and new discoveries are con-
stantly adding to these, though not nearly
as fast as would be the case if the price of
crude had Increased with the cost of discovery
wells. ‘
KANSAS' ESCAPE IN 1831

In 1931 the writer, together with other
representatives of the oil industry in Kansas,
Journeyed to Washington several times to
present arguments for the imposition of an
excise tax on oil imports. At that time the
Government again came forward with very
serious predictions of an oil shortage. Mr.
Lyman Wilbur, then BSecretary of the In-
terior under President Hoover, gave out an
interview to the press in which he stated
that the then known oil reserves in Kansas
should not be tapped for 50 years, but should
be kept in the ground so that the- Govern-
ment would have a sure supply of oil for
the Navy and other operations. And, mind
you, this was before the discovery of the rich
fields in Barton, Ellis, Rooks, and Barber
Counties, and in some other sections of the
Btate. If Secretary Wilbur's policy had been
adopted the oil industry in Kansas would
have been strangled to death before it had
reached its adolescent period. It has not
yet grown to full manhood,
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PLENTY OF CRUDE AVAILABLE

In view of the above facts it is not pre-
sumptive to say that the record of the Gov-
ernment bureaus on the available supply of
crude oil does not warrant confidence in
their present prediction. No one knows or
can know how much oil can be found in
the United States when the prospective oil
producing lands have all been tested and
those found productive have been devel-
oped. It is, however, the sincere belief of
many well-posted men in the industry that
encugh oil can be found by normal explora-
tion operations to supply the needs of the
United States for centuries. During the past
month a very promising field has been
opened in Misslssippi, an entirely new area
from which it is quite possible that hundreds
of millions of barrels of oll may be recovered.

No one has any idea how much oil Ket=
tleman Hills can -produce, but those who are
familiar with that territory estimate a vast
amount of oil available there when it is
needed. Oil lands along the Gulf Coast and
the Atlantic and Pacific coasts produce much
more heavily per acre in some cases than
any of the interior oil lands, like Kansas.
One small tract in California has already
produced 3,000,000 barrels of oil per acre,
and is still producing prolifically after 1&
years of production.

EKansas has many thousands of acres of
undeveloped lands that are considered good
prospects for oil when drilled, but drilling
costs have increased materially during the
war period; the price of oil has not increased,
the number of wells being drilled is falling
off accordingly, and there is no way of esti-
mating how much Kansas can produce in
oil during the next 25 to 50 years until this
exploration work is done.

Any estimate by Government bureaus or
by anyone else of what Kansas can con-
tribute to the oil reserves of the country is
likely to be far under what future develop-
ments will show, because such an estimate
would be based on what is known tecday and
not on the results of exploratory operations.
Wyoming is now getting a big play in oil
development and is likely to greatly add to
the known oil reserves. It is only a few
years since Michigan and Illinois produced
practically no crude; today they are heavy
producers. Nebraska, the Dakotas, Colorado,
and Montana are now considered good pros-
pective oil territory. There are large sec-
tions of Texas, especially along the coast, that
are believed to be good prospects for heavy
production.

Some 22 States are now producing oil, and
the proven oil territory is extending every
year, It is passing strange that the Govern-
ment is willing to spend more than $103,-
000,000 on aswildeat project in Alaska, and
an equal amount on a pipe line in Arabia,
either of which projects may get us into seri-
ous international trouble, but is not willing
to permit the price of crude oil fo be raised
50 cents a barrel, to be paid for not out of
the United States Treasury but by the con-
suming public, which would probably result
in the location of new oil flelds within cur
own borders that would insure an adequate
oll reserve for the Nation for several hundred
years,

EAST WANTS CHEAP FUEL

It 1s quite natural that the eastern sea-
board manufacturing district, which is a vast
consumer and not a producer of fuel oil and
gasoline, would like to get this product as
cheap as it can, but it is not in the interest
of American business as a whole, and cer-
tainly would not contribute to the prosperity
of the country to permit the importation of
cheap oil from Venezuela or Trinidad or
Affica or any other foreign port.. The oil
industry pays high wages even in psacetimes,
provides a market for pipe and oil well sup-
plies in the making of which hundreds of

~
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thousands of American workmen are engaged,
and in many other respects is & vital link in
the Nation's industrial chain. The cry of
diminighing reserves which threaten future
Bupply has no basis in fact if the industry is
gEiven a proper opportunity to maintain the
needed reserves,

In the last 20 years this country has pro-
duced 21,500,000,0C0 barrels of oil, but we still
have In proven reserves some 20,000,000,000
barrels; and this in spite of the fact that the
percentage of dry holes drilled since the war
began is less than in normal years. In other
words, although the demand for oil is four
times greater in World War No, 2 than in
World War No. 1 our effort to find crude oil
in new fields has increased only a little more
than 10 percent above the same effort in the
last war. The statistics plainly show that
the risk of drilling is not being taken because
the costs of drilling compared with the price
, of crude oil is out of line. If the price of

crude were raised it is fair to assume that
there would immediately begin a campaign
of wildeatting comparable with such activ-
ities in former years, and the results would
be seen In new fields opened and new reserves
created. Until that has been done, cr at least
tried, there is no foundation whatever for the
claim that we are running out of crude oil
reserves and that we must lay plans for for-
eign importation. The Government's own
statistics show that only about one-half of
the 15,000 square miles of prospective oil pro-
ducing fields in the United States have been
tested. Besides it should be borne in mind
that the prospective oil producing territory
1s being constantly enlarged. In recent years
these additions include, for instance, large
sections of Nebraska and the Dakotas. Look-
ing back only 25 years, it was a common say-
ing among ollmen.in Wichita that no oil
would be formed In Eansas west of Butler
County because the “granite ridge” was the
dividing line. Yet the big Kansas produc-
tion has been found west of the dead line
designated, and it is now generally accepted
that much more will be found when western
Eansas is better explored. Would it not be
much better to test some more of these good
looking prospective oil lands before throwing
up our hands and inviting in a flood of cheap
ofl from abroad?

OVERSUFPLY AGAIN POSSIELE

Every preceding period of doleful predic-
tions that the oil supply in the United States
is being rapidly exhausted has been followed
in less than 10 years by an actual surplus of
domestic crude, which demoralizged the mar-
ket and sent the price below the cost of pro-
duction. It is entirely possible that this may
happen again, and the writer belleves it will
if oil men are given a chance to locate the
present unknown reserves. In an arlticle In
Nation's Business for May by Wallace E. Pratt,
internationally known geologist and vice
president of the Standard Oil Co. of New
Jersey, entitled “We're Crying Wolf in OIll
Again,” many dependable statistics on the
past and probable future produetion of oil
are given which lead up to the inevitable con-
clusion that “although no one can measure
accurately the future oll resources of the
United States, there is no evidence that our
present proved reserves constitute all, or even
the principal part, of total remaining re-
sources. It is doubtless true that we shall
some day exhaust our oil resources unless be-
fore that day we discover a better or cheaper
‘source of energy, but the end is not yet in
sight. Our proved reserves are large, but un-
discovered oil fields still constitute our great-
est oll resource.” Mr. Pratt further estimates
that with now processes of producing oil
from shale and coal, it is probable that we
have reserves In sight to last the country
1,000 years. Many other authorities agree
with him,
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BOURCES OF POWER CHANGE

Engineers are already promising us a new
type engine to be put into production in the
post-war period which it is clalmed will be
many times more efficient than the internal
combustion engines or Diesel engines which
use large quantities of crude oil, and they pre-
dict that the life of the present type of en-
gines will not be more than 50 years. We are
therefore faced with two possibilities: First,
a supply of crude oil that may last 1,000 years;
second, & demand for that crude that may not
last more than 50 years.

Under these circumstances does it seem
advisable to build pipe lines in Arabia or
subsidize imports from Central and South
America to guard against a shortage of crude
oil until we have made greater inroads on
our domestic supply? The Arablan project
offers definite danger of no mean magni-
tude. The proposed pipe line would run
through a wild territory where it must be
under constant guard by our mnationals.
That some of them would be killed by the
well-known lawless bandits of these districts
is hardly open to question. This might well
produce strained international relations and
result In activites by the Army and Navy
that would cost many times the actual in-
vestment in the pipe line itself. Why place
our foot in such a trap when there is sound
reason to believe that adequate reserves of
petroleum can be found In the United States
by a small increase in the market price of
crude oil?

WicHITA, KEANS, June 3, 1944.
Hon. ARTHUR
United States Senator from Kansas:
Referring to Banking and Currency bill ex-
tending O. P. A. and including parity price
on cotton, the vital importance of crude oil
to the winning of the war and to the main-
tenance of our necessary clvillan economy
necessitates an increase in the present below
parity price on crude oil in this bill as well
as on cotton.
PAYNE H. RATNER.

Avcusta, EaNs, June 3, 1944,
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.:

We understand that the O. P. A, bill is
out of the Banking Committee and ready
for Senate and that rider to bill puts cotton
on a parity and we ask that you see that
oll is protected in the same manner as cot-
ton grown by the southerners.

Roy M. HAINES,
AvcusTa, EANs., June 3, 1944,
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.:

The oil men of the:country have done
everything possible toward the winning of
the war by inereased production at the same
price as prior to war. Labor and supplies
have increased to O. P, A. bill putting oil on
parity same as cotton.

E. C, VArNER,
AvucusTA, EANS,, June 3, 1944,
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.;

It 18 imperative that an increase in-the
price of oil should be made so as to encourage
production. The O. P. A. bill now out of the
Banking Committee protects the South in
cotton and it is due the oll men to have a
rider protecting oil on & parity basis.

Henry C. BENNETT..

AvcusTa, Eans,, June 3, 1944.
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D, C.:
The Government has maintained the price
of oil same as prior to the war. A rider has
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been attached to the O. P.'A. bill putting
cotton on a parity and this is the opportune
time for an oll rider to the bill. Will appre-
ciate your interest.

SimMoN COHEN.

HurcHinsoN, EaNs, June 3, 1944,
Senator ARTHUR CAFPER,
United States Senate, L)
Washington,D.C.:

You and your Kansas colleagues are be-
yond preadventure of any .doubt fully fa-
miliar with the necessity for an increase in
the price of crude oil, as all costs in con-
nection with exploration, development, and
production have increased tremendously over
the last 8 years. Since the Banking and
Currency Committee has reported out a bill
which, among other things, calls for periodi-
cal adjustments of the market price of cotton
to "parity, we strongly advocate an amend-
ment thereto with a similar provision affect=
ing intermittent adjustments of the market
price of crude oil to parity. All operators
with whom I have talked within this area
are exceedingly anxious that you give fullest
support to such a movement.

Carr HrprLE OmL Co.,
By CarL HrppLE.

WicHiTa, EANS, June 3, 1944,
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER,
United States Senate,
Washington,D.C.:

We have been established in the proposed
amendment on cotton. We ask for your
support on a similar amendment for oil.

Eary F., FISHER,
WicHITA, KANS., June 1, 1944.
The Honorable ARTHUR CAPFER,
United States Senate,
Wuashington, D. C.

Dear CoNGrESSMAN CAPPER: Isent you today
a telegram, a copy of which is enclosed. _

The independent producer has been fight-
ing for a fair price for crude oil constantly,
since the Office of Price Administration came
into existence. Up to this time the Office of
Price Administration has failed to recognize
the difference between a producer and their
problems, and an integrated company that
depends largely upon buying the producers’
crude, running it through their pipe line,
processing it, and distributing it to the public
or the Army and Navy, for their profit or loss,

I believe that unless the Office of Price
Administration is forced to do so through
congressional direction, they will continue to
ignore the plea of the individual producer
for a fair and living price for crude oil.

I also believe you should give due con-
sideration to the individual producer’s plight,
as the records will show that in Eansas, up
to June, 1943, 75 percent of the pools opened
in Kansas were by the Independents and small
producers, while only 25 percent were opened

‘by the majors. Also as of that date, 84 per-

cent of the crude oil produced in Eansas for
the current month was from pools opened by
independents, while only 16 percent was
produced from fields discovered by major
companies.

I am strictly a producer of crude oil and
& developer of producing properties, and
depend upon the income to carry on my
operations.

I found it necessary recently to sell 22
producing properties, as I was unable to
operate these properties without loss under
the present price, and have had to prac-
tically quit development of any future re-
serves due to lack of cash.

I entered the oil business in Glenn Pool
day in Oklahomii and have stayed with 1t
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through the years,with moderate success un-
til now. I have drilled hundreds of wildcat
wells, and discovered several of the best
pools in the State. My partner and I dis-
covered 11 pools in Kansas during one 2-

year period. I feel that I

part toward the development of one of the
great industries that has developed our great

Nation. I would like to
It seems odd to us who
oll business all our lives

we cannot get a price for our crude en-

abling us to develop new

produce our properties without loss.

As you know, we are
price for our crude that

present war started. Wages, material, over-
head, and all expenses connected with this

business have gone up an

caps of all kinds, together with regulations
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have done a small

stay in business.
have been in the
as producers, that
reserves, let alone
getting the same.
we did before the

d doubled; handl-

that slow down our efficiency, have been
placed upon us until we are unable to accom-
plish what we used to do in half the time
that it takes now.

I am sure that by joining the oil busingss
and the cotton industry in supporting this
amendment, as their problems are so much
alike, we will be able to keep two necessary
industries healthy and alive and still do the
war effort a great service by continuing to dis-
cover new reserves and by producing much=
needed crude oil.

A am enclosing a copy of a statement which
I had prepared from the records of the State
of Kansas showing pools in Kansas discovered
by individuals such as I am, and the major
companles, together with other pertinent
facts which I hope will be of interest to you.

Sincerely,
W. L. HARTMAN,

. JUNE 1, 1944,
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.:

I noticed in the press where a bill was to
be presented to Congress to extend the Office
of Price Administration for 18 months with
amendment attached that they would pari-
odically adjust the price of cotton to parity.
The oil producer has the same problem as
cotton growers; that is, not enough price to
allow the individual producer to stay in busi-
ness, and everything has been done to no aval
to get the O, P. A. to bring the price of crude

01l up to-a line of other commedities. . T urge

you to include oil with cotton in this amend-
ment as our problems are so similar to the
cotton industry. Please do all possible in
your power to get crude oil included in this
amendment,

W. L, HARTMAN.

June pool allowable

June pool allowahle

Kansas pools Discovered by— Kansas pools Discovered hy—
Inde- Others Inde-
pendent pendent | Others
Ainsworth-Arbuekle_.. ... M. B, ATIEr. .. ceeieneremems-| 2,8 | L.l - || Greenvale-West-Arbuckle- Mngnol{sPetrhlenmCorpum- Bt 7,388
Ainsworth-Lans, K, C_._....... 035 |- Gorham.
Albert. Grunder-Lans. K. C_........... (‘ilk‘s ‘Service Oil Co....__
Aldrich_ ... SRS S E Gustason-Arbuckle__._______.__| Central Petroleum Co..

G%stasan-.\'n:thwwt-Lnns.

ear i b Ll hs e e Gmat Lakes Carbon Corpora- i Hafferman-Arbuckle
E t Hagan-Arbuckle__ __
Byl v ARIRT AL, Dm‘hy Petroleum Corporation. Hall-Gurney-Arbuckle.
Beaver-Shallow. ...._... 2107 Hall-Gurney-Gorham..
Beaver, NW-Lans. K, C N. A bE 1 Hall-Gurney-Lans. K

Beaver, NW-Shawnee_._._.._...
Bedford-Arbuckle.._.

Bemis, Bouth.___.___........
Big Creck-Arbuckle: Gorham.

Big Creek-Lans, K, C

Big Creck, South-Lans.
Bloomer-Arbuckle. .
Bloomer-Conglome:
Bloomer-Lans. K. C.
Blue Hill-Arbuckle.
Blue Hill-Lans. K.

Hansen-Lans. K. C__......
Hazel-Arbuckle. ...
Heiken, North-Arbu
Henderson-Arbuckle.

s Lo [ S e
Gustason-Lans. K. C.._.__._

Hall-Gurney-Fre Lambrian._..
Hall-Gurney-Shawnee. ___._.
Hall-Gurney-Wabaunsee_.._._..
Harrison-Arbuckle...........

—--| Ainsworth Bros......

.do
ralmer-Mid Continent =
| Citles Service 011 Cooovee o ocloome e 1,108,

Earl Wakefield.....
0 Wnstxnto-Greenlund
-| Gled Of] Co..
Frank Hallow....

d 0il &

Ame:ada.
Noble

Blue Hill-8hawnea..
Bornholdt. ____

Hiss. .

H ittlc—Arbuckle ........
gton-Arbuckle
Hoisington-Lans. K C

Al‘lhlll‘ Brewer_..
Perry Thhyer..

rln

Bowman-Arbu
Bowman-Lans. K.
Brandenstein . .
Breford-Arbuck
Breford-Lans, K.
Burnett-Arbuckle
Burnett-Lans, K. C

Carmi-Arbuckle. .o.oomomnoennn
Chase-Arbuckle

do
Atlantie Refining Co
blick Pr)ur & Lockhart_
'b—éﬁtral Petroleum ..
SRR e T e
Skel]y il Co.....

HulE}w Drilling Co_.

Chase-Lans, K. C

¥ Petroleum G0
0

- || Hunter-Chat
" Tuka-Simpson
Tuka-North-Arbuckle__
Jorry-Lans. K. C.._.
Jordan-Lans, K. C
Karber-Arbuckle...
Keighley-Simpson.

T

(& unuinglmm Lans, K. C,._._‘_

ham-Viola...

(“urtw-i\rbuckla ................

Deerhead, West-Viola o
Doran-Arbuckle__ .. Ll
Dorr-Lans, K. C_. B
Drach .. ...
Driscoll-Gorham_.
Trabugue-Arbuckle. ... ... ..
Dubut:uc-Lans 1 :4rN @ ST
Dunn’s Mill-Arbuekle. ... 1.
Edwards. .. ... T

do
Vickers & MeMorrow.
Hart man-Blair

.| Carter Oil Co___..

Fred Teneg_ 2 -= L .,
Haynes-Anschutz.
Block & Bailey. ..

Ellis-Arbuckle. . veunse| Darby Petroleum Co. .
Eameram. ool 'I‘ru_ SN
Erway-Lans. K. C.__.......... Cities Service Oil Co
Feltes-Arbuckle. .o ooooeoaoiooe e s
Han A S N L Sl T btanolind 01l & Gas Co..

FrogHollow. ool
Frog Hollow, East_ . e
L8y S s S e G
:‘t-nl-semérhuckle“..
ienesco-Simpson. ..
Coodrichs oo i s
Gorham-Arbuckle-Gaorham _
Gorham-Lans. K. C._.._.
Gorham-Shawnee. ..
Gorham-Wabaunsee_ _______
Greenvale-Arbuckle-Gorham.. ..

(‘entml Petroleum Co___

Kraft-Prussa-Shaw ne(-. e

Lake City-Simpson. ...
Lanterman-Arbuekle_ ..
Lanterman-Lans. K. C..
Teesburgh. _________ ...
Lindsborg-Simpson........
Lindsborg-Viola. _.__..__
Lindsborg, 8W-Viola....
Marchand, West___.__ ax
Marshall ...

Max-Lans. K. C_

Orth-Arbuckle.
Orth-Lans, K. C.
Orth-Shawnee___
8?]1 East-Arbue

Pawnce Rock..
Pawnee Rock, East........

P Phﬂlips Pe:mie'ﬁiﬁ'i,'o..
---| Bkelly Oil Co

2
418,784 [......... || Kralt-Prussa-Arbuck]e- Gorham_ C. L, Pri
Kraft-Prussa-Lans. K. C.._....|.....
Kraft-Prussa-South Lans. K, C
Kraft-Prussa-NE-Arbuckle_ ...
Kraus-Northwest .. ... ... —r
.......... Krug-Lans. K. C__._........

-=-| Alva Billings_______
Lake C:ty-.&rhunkii\ ......... Leo

Max-Arbuckle_._.._.____.__.

Morel.

Muollrr-.\rhnckle.._
Mue-Tam-Arbuckle. _.......
NUNN. .o ionnancnnasnaasaaae| Atlantiec Refining Co....

---| Lario Oil & Gas Co...

---| Kansas 0il & Gas Co. & John

L W.Murfin..

\-'ickem Petrolenm Co

(‘nnl.mantal N TH o ] NSl ” 36, 27
Dickey Oil Co...

Slick-Pryor-Lockhart.

\{orﬁan. Flynn & Milmax
Stanolind Oil & Gas Co.oooec|enroca 3, 007
1L .‘:lmpmn-Nahle

q;mpson 0il Co.

LeBosquet.
R. W. Shields

Greenvale-Lans. K. Coooecies..

31 % Peace Creck-Viola_......
YRR T Penny Wann_ - S linas s
181,535 1----ooeen || Penoke-Lans. K. O...
7073 Pionecr-Arbuckle. .
_____ do. 863 J.eavoono.o || Prosper-Arbuckle
Mm:nolla Pelroloum COrporas |-eeeeamaz- 20,607 || Rahn.._.__......
tion. Rattlesnal i
i [ At 21,034 || Ray
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June pool allowable

June pool allowable

Kanzas pools Discovered by— Kansas pools Discovered by—
Inde- Others Inde- Others
pendent pendent
Boutheast. ... .c.eeeec...| Derby Oil & Crow Drilling. .. 835
my' d-Arbuckle Steibuchel et al.. 40, 500
22,578

Ra ond-Lans. K. O
:Ea“f.mm

_.do__
Midwest Exploration Co

Courtney B. Davis.

-| Helmerich & Payna R
W. P, Faulkner_.

Trapp-Arbuckle
Trapp-Conglomerate....._.
Trapp-Lans, K, C

Tra pshawnee.. ..........

Hilligos and others.

-...do. i

‘Westgate-Greenland. . ..
Atlantic Refining Co____
Atlantic Ofl Producing Co....
-| Phillips Petroleum Co........

Bilica- Lans. K.
Eﬂlm Bouth-Arbuckle

ilica, N'W-Arbnckle do =
Sittner, South-Arbuckle. . ...... Tory & Feaster.....
Smyres-Chat_._._.._ Nelson Drilling Co.
Snlder-sim?son ....... L.A. F
Snider-South-Simpson

--...do
Bpangenherg-Arbuckle _| Phiti

Petroleum Co.
Stanolind Oil & Gas Co

Wilking, SE- Arbuckle
Williamson-Lans. K. ¢
WL]{].?]msqn-SE -Lans. E O

Stafford-Arbuckle. .o ooeeoceaaaas
-Vio

Z
Zenith, West

Sae NortheVioa 1 Lin O & Gas oo T i e
8t. John-Arbuckle._._. _| Atlantic Refining Co. 24, 568
Number of pools listed on June mittee of the Senate appointed to in- | money to recover the additional 3,000,-
N “P;m T3 vied . 208 | vestigate the Midwest fuel situation. | 000,000 barrels of reserves. There is no
‘:i?;c:":emdpo:;s e on%rep:h The report of that committee was sub- | other place where we can go with such a
erirnEesTla gy = ____P___ 51 | mitted on September 15, last. The sen- | degree of cerfainty and security. So
Number of pools listed on report ior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Crark], | much for the oil question.
discovered by Independents, 75 the Sepator from Nebraska [Mr. Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, this
percent 157 | WaEeRrY], and I submitted a report which | matter is so exceedingly important, and
June allowable allocated to Pcols read in part as follows: may result in such terrific cost to the
siceoyered: by majors, 18 pers The committee is definitely of the opinion | Government should the proposed
J\:‘:mail""fﬁ":;ﬁ-"E-&-E""E 1,182,687 | ¢ every circumstance justifies an increase | amendment be adopted, and should the
m;m:;; l: m":: endent.}a}wsi in the price of crude oil. The committee | bill fail of veto, that I shall wish to dis-
B 8T | ea o o o ot ot 3 | Cu0s, I, b some lenth unless ¥ can be
Number of ‘pools discovered by: cents a barrel is sufficient to bring the neces- %ﬁsm‘ed Dfi S lecf r{: vote &e ing tak%n Onr
Cities Service Oll Co--weunvee e 10 | cary added exploration. The committee is S QUcHEOR: & ENOW IS eHs e
Atlantic Refining Co- oo occaceaeoax 8 | more disposed to the thought that in view Senators for action. I know that Sen-
Standolind Oll & Ga8 COweannnrea 8 of the continued increasing costs prevalent ators are likely to become impatient
Continental Ol CO- oo 7 throughout the entire producing oil fields a | With a lengthy discussion at this late
Skelly Oll CO-ooo e 6 minimum of 50 cents per barrel increase | hour. I appreciate the need for haste,
Socony-Vacuum Ofl C0mmemcevnnnn 4 | should be allowed. In fact, the committee | as described by the majority leader. I
‘s’,‘:;‘,}‘p&fe ct;aleum S A R 3 believes that perhaps a 60-cent increase is | glso appreciate the need for affording
Carter Oil Co 2 ﬁﬁgfggﬁtio’;‘;‘ifm";““‘}ngg ng the rec- | yajjof to certain oil producers. But, the
Union of California v omceemeen- 1 method proposed is not the proper one.
zirilge LI s Tl RO S I SRR 0 Let me deal for 2 or 3 minutes with the | We should not create the kind of a
Tidewater Oll COmmmm oo 0 | stripper-well question. Stripper wells | gusher which we are asked to create in
Standard of Ohlo -- 0 | are wells which once had flush produc- | an effort to help some distressed pro-
g tion. They have come down to the point | ducer. The proposal goes so far, in my
__ | where they produce, on the average, only | judgment, that if it be adopted we shall
51 | 28 barrels of oil a day, but there are | rue the day we allowed it to become
— | 293,000 of them, and they produce 14 | law. The country cannot much longer
Hartman-Blalr, TNC oo oiocececeen 11 | percent of the total petroleum produced | stand these tremendous costs.

; Mr. REED. Mr, President, if I may

have the attention of the Senate, I prom-
ise to finish at'5:45 p. m., which is 10
minutes from now.

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, REED. If I am to finish at 5:45,
I cannot yield to the Senator from Con-
necticut or any other Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Downey in the chair).

clines to yield.
‘  Mr. REED. Mr, President, the case
has been so well stated that little addi-
tional can be said. Not much needs to
be said. I wish to supplement what the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr, THOMAS]
and the Senator from Texas [Mr, CoN-
NaLLy] have said by reading from a re-
port on this subject by a special com-

(Mr,
The Senator de-

in the United States. Those wells are
going out of existence, and operation is
being stopped because the low price of
oil, from their viewpoint, plus the high
operating costs which have come to all
the oil industry, have made it impossible
to continue the operation of stripper
wells.

There are more than 3,000,000,000
barrels of reserves in stripper wells,
which can be produced by what-is known
as secondary recovery. However, that
requires an additional expenditure
which the present price of oil will not
justify. If a fair price of oil could be
given to the owners and operators of the
stripper wells—and let me say to the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Davis]
that Pennsylvania has more of them in
proportion to its production than any
other Btate—they would spend the

I have a feeling that with greater light
on the subject that somehow and in some
way, what we have done today may be
undone in the next several days. I have
no desire further to delay the Senate.
Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays,
and if that is granted I shall not delay
the Senate much longer, ’

‘Before taking my seat, I should like to
say that this matter has been referred to
a subcommittee of the Committee on
Banking and Currency of which the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee on
Banking and Currency is also chairman.
I think it should have careful study of
the committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
request of the Senator from Connecticut
for the yeas and nays sufficiently sec-
onded?

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, the
matter has been referred, as I have said,
to a subcommittee of the Committee on
Banking and Currency. It is important
that an effort be made to help the dis-
tressed small independent producer. It
should have the early considerztion of
the Senate., I am anxious to do what I
think the very able Senator from Okla-
homa is anxious to do; namely, to provide
relief for the small producer; but I do
not think it should be done by providing
hundreds of millions of dollars to all oil
producers in the country, regardless of
what their financial status may be, or
regardless of what their profit situation
may be at this time.

Mr. WAGHHER. Mr, President, I wish
merely to say that I concur in what the
distinguished Senator from Connecticut
has said with reference to the so-called
oil bill. Ihave forgotten who intreduced
it in the other House. It is now before
the subcommittee, of which I ain chair-
man, and ag soon as we complete con-
sideration of the so-called O. P. A. bill,
we will seriously consider the amend-
ments in the subcommittee.

In reference to the pending amend-
ment, I wish tv read a statement. I am
not at all familiar with the subject of
oil. I am not an authority on it, and
anything which I myself might say would
be of very little consequence. However,
I wish to read from a report of the divi-
sion in the O P. A. which has charge of
the oil situation. It reads as follows:

This amendment would force an increase
in oil ceilings by about 67 cents per barrel,
equivalent to an increase of more than 50
percent above the present ceiling. This
would increase the cost of oil and its prod-
ucts to the puhlic and the Government by
more than a billion dollars, and would add
this sum to the earnings of the oil compa-
nies, which now far exceed their peacetime
earnings.

Oil is not unigque in being below this 1926
parity. Three hundred and two of the
eight hundred and elghty-nine commodities
included in the B. L, S. index are below their
1926 parities. Creation of such a highly fa-
vorable speclal pricing standard in the case
of oil would give each of the other commodi-
ties among these 302 an equally justifiable
case for 1926 parity.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it is re-
grettable that this matter is now going
to a record vote when there has been so
little discussion of it. I know that many
Senators are interested, and the whole
subject should be discussed and fully ex-
plored and understood by the Senate. I
myself should like to address the Senate
at length on the oil conditions in the
State of New Mexico, a State which has
been largely developed by independent
producers,

What the Senator from Texas said
about his State is true of mine as well.
I have received messages from the offi-
cials of New Mezxico, such as our Gover-
nor and others engaged in the produc-
tion of oil. Not only recently, but for
years they have asked for a substantial
increase in the price of oil.

The distinguished chairman of the
committee read from the report of the
O. P, A. as to what this proposal, if
adopted, would cost and how it would
benefit the oil companies, apd that state-
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ment has been repeatedly made by the
Office of Price Administration, as though
every oil company were making tremen-
dous profits, which it was said far exceed
peacetime profits.

I have on my desk a reply to that
statement, prepared by the Independent
Petroleum Asscciation. I wish I could
discuss all the facts which have been
developed, but I call attention to this
statement:

According to published reports of the Treas-
ury Department, a majority of the companies
engaged only in production of oil—

Merely in production—

were losing money even before the addition
of the wartime costs and difficulties.

It is said that the companies that are
meking these profits are limited to 10
or 20. That does not take into consid-
eration the thousands of independent
producers, the men who drill for oil and
sell oil alone.

As I have said, I regret very much that

this matter comes up at this late hour.
Reference has been made tc the bill
pending before the committee. It has
been there a long time. It passed the
House of Representatives some time ago.
‘Several different committees have al-
ready studied this problem. The Com-
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys
more than 2 years ago recommended to
“the Senate an increase in the price of
o0il. The Office of Petroleum Admin-
istration for War has devoted its facil-
ities for months to that question, and
has recommended an increase, but the
Office of Price Administration has re-
fused to act.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, in refu-
tation of the statement about the enor-
mous profits made by the oil companies,
I wish to say that the oil companies
producing oil, and refining and selling
refined products, are making money, but
the fact is not disclosed that this is a
liquidating proposition that is going on
with the great number of wells that have
been drilled throughout the country,
which are often spoken of by the Stabil-
ization Director and by the circulars
issued. There is not a single commit-
tee or a single agency anywhere that has
not recognized the justice of an increase
in the price of crude oil for the purpose
of building up the oil reserves.

When it is said the companies are
making money, I want the Senate to
understand that they are not making
money, they are liquidating the stock on
their shelves, they are selling off their
reserves at a price, and so fast that it
simply means that they are taking in
money and not profits, and these profits
have to be used from now on to enable
them to go out into the country and
build additional reserves, for replace-
ment. The cost of replacement today is
away beyond the present price of crude
oil.

It is false to say that these profits
are accruing to these companies, for
they are liquidating the business, and
the small producers throughout the
country can never again, at the pres-
ent price, replace the reserves they are
liquidating today.
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Mr. HATCH. Mr., President, I am
about to make a statement in which I
think I am correct, and I am sure the
Senator from Oklahoma will correct me
if T am not. If I am not misinformed,
the Phillips Petroleum Co. in 1941 ac-
tually posted, or was about to post, an
increase of 25 cents a barrel on the price
of crude oil. That was before the Sta-
bilization Act was passed. Mr. Hender-
son requested that that increase, which
was being voluntarily posted at that
time, be withheld until the matter could
be adjusted. It was withheld, and it has
been in the course of adjustment ever
since, except that the price of oil was
frozen. Even that voluntary increase
was not granted. Am I correct in that
statement?

Mr. THOMAS of Ok’ahoma.
Senator is correct.

Mr. HATCH. I repeat, I regret very
much that this matter comes up at this
late hour, and I wish the Senate could
thoroughly explore the whole subject,
although the Senators who have spoken,
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
TromAs] and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. ConyarLry], have fully shown the
necessity for the increase.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, I shall
take but a moment or two, and I speak
at all only because the stripper wells in
Pennsylvania have been referred to.

Former Representative Evan J. Jones,
who is one of the best informed men on
oil matters in the State of Pennsylvania,
has told me that in the Bradford field
the operators are now down to seepage
production, and do not have the money
with which to develop, nor can they bor-
row, and that if they are not afforded
some relief of some kind by the Congress,
the result will be -that in the northern
part of Pennsylvania and in the western
part of New York those wells will be
closed down.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks a portion of the letter received
from former Representative Evan J.
Jones, of Bradford, Pa.

There being no objection, the extract
from the letter was ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

BrADFORD, PA,, June 6, 1944.
Hon. JamMEs J, Davis,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Jim: This confirms my phone talk a
minute ago, urging you to give support to
the amendment to the O. P. A. Renewal Act,
affecting the increase in the price of crude
oil. I take it from our phone discussion,
that you have the opinion that the present
price of Pennsylvania crude is sufficient to
justify increased development with proper
returns to the owner. With the exceptional
producer, that is to say, the man or com-
pany who has financial backing, or sufficient
financial strength of his owa, and who can
drill up and apply water pressure in his prop-
erty, this conclusion may have merit, but it
is not sound to the vast majority of indi-
vidual producers. They are down to a seep-
age production on existing wells, They can-
not afford to develop their property on the
present price of oll because they don't have
the money to do it, and they could not borrow
the money to do it.

You must remember that secondary recov-
ery by water pressure is localized. The Brad-
ford field and the Allegany field, New York,
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are the only fields in the Pennsylvania area
that can use water safely and successfully
8s a pressure, Other fields in Pennsylvania
area, such as the Venango or Oil City field,
Butler, Allegheny, Pennsylvania, and West
Virginia field and East Ohio cannot use it suc-
cessfully, and in many cases application is
disastrous. The Pennsylvania area takes In
all these flelds. I am thinking about the pro-
ducers as a whole and not the sgpecific lease
or property owner such as the South Penn
or the Tide Water or other large financially
supported holdings. There are also certain
conditions in the Bradford field which are
&8s distressing as in the lower area, A large
part of properties in this field have reached
their economic limit. That is, their produe-
tion costs, because of the high water-oll ratio,
are such that they are being forced to aban-
don these properties when they still have a
Talrly good daily average production, In 1943
a survey was made of eight different prop-
erties abandoned in the Bradford field be-
cause of excessive production costs. The
aggregate daily average production of these
eight properties amounted to between 150
and 160 barrels per day—a considerable
amount of high quality oil to be abandoned
when you consider that the national average
of lubricant recovery from all crude, includ-
ing Pennsylvania, is 2.8 percent and the cus-
tomary recovery from the Pennsylvania crude
i8 23 percent. An increase in the price of
oil would mean a considerable extension of
the economic life of a large part of prop-
erties in the Bradford field. Lands are being
abandoned in the lower area (that is, in the
Venango, Butler, and Allegany fields, and
also in West Virginia and Ohio) at a ter-
rific rate, simply because the junk value of
the material in the well is worth more than
the ofl produced. This trend must be
stopped if we are to conserve our oil reserve
in the State of Pennsylvania,

These independent producers that have that
gltuation need an increased price and as I
look at it, it is the only thing that will
result in continuing production. ¥Your im-
mediate personal interest, undoubtedly, is to
help the Pennsylvania producers, and 1 say
to you without any equivocation, that there
is a need for the increased price of crude to
these producers in order to induce them to
expend money to develop their respective
properties and thereby increase production
during this emergency,

Very truly yours,
E. J. JoneEs.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, there is
very much the same type of stripper wells
in Ohio to which the Senator from Penn-
sylvania has referred as existing in
Pennsylvania. I think it is purely a
question of administration as to whether
those wells should have 30 cents or 40
cents or a dollar more for the oil pro-
duced. I think the administration has
held them too tightly, But I do not see
how the Senate can undertake to say
that a particular price of a particular
product shall be so many cents higher
than the Price Administration says it
shall be.

There were at least a dozen industries
represented bgfore our committee, who
presented stronger cases than did the oil
industry. We heard the oil industry at
length. I was convinced of the justice of
the arguments of many of the other in-
dustries more than I was convinced of
the justice of the arguments of the oil
industry. %

As a legislative matter, I do not see
how we can undertake to pass upon price
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after price of thousands of products in
the United States. If we enter upon that
field, it seems to me we will become hope-
lessly involved.

Mr., VANDENBURG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. 1yield.

Mr, VANDENBERG. I merely wish to
join myself with the observations now be-
ing submitted by the Senator from Ohio.
I come from a State which is developing
into a substantial oil-producing State,
and there is no question in the world
about the fact that O. P, A. has not treat-
ed oil and petroleum adequately and
fairly, There is no question in the world
about the validity of the argument for
better treatment. But, in my humble
opinion, there is no validity on earth for
ever trying to start to reach specific price
controls on the floor of the United States
Senate, if we expect to hold the line
against inflation very long, and, so far as
I am concerned, I shall vote “nay.”

Mr. MOORE. Mr. President, I should
like to say to the Senator from Ohio and
the Senator from Michigan that I am
just as firmly convinced as they can pos-
sibly be that it is no function of the
United States Senate or of the Congress
to legislate prices; but after listening to
the excoriating address of the Senator
from Ohio about the Price Administra-

tion, and after all that has been said |

by all the Senators who have spoken
of how the Administrator and this
agency have administered these prices,
I am convinced we cannot expect to get
anything fair from them.

As I stated before, to begin with, there
is only one way in the worla to get jus-
tice for this enterprise, and not have
it destroyed, and that is for the Senate
and the Congress to move as they are
moving. It would not have been nec-
essary to adopt the Bankhead amend-
ment except for the fact that its advo-
cates said they could not get an exer-
cise of authority by the Administrator,
but disecriminations were made, and dis-
criminations are being made now
against the oil industry, to the destruc-
tion of a large segment of that industry.
The purpose is well known.

If the Senate will do what it should
do, in my opinion, it will admit that the
administration of the price control law
has been a mistake, and has not at all
resulted in the prevention of inflation,
but has created the greatest inflation
ever known in this country., It has not
been noninflationary; it has produced
inflation. It has produced a disrespect
for law, and it has not only done that,
but it is producing an inflation the like
of which was never before known. It is
well known that $21,000,000,000 in cur-
rency are floating throughout this coun-
try. That $21,000,000,000, or a large part
of it, is used for the specific purpose of
running black markets, and for the spe-
cific purpose of evading taxes. If the
laws had been honestly administered it
would not be necessary for a Senator
to rise on the floor of the Senate today
and advocate the fixing of prices, But
unless Congress wants fto abolish the
Office of Price Administration—and I
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candidly think it ought to he done—the
only thing the oil industry and the other
industries have left to do is advocate the
fixing of prices.

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr., President, I
shall not detain the Senate for more
than a moment at this late hour. I find
myself totally at variance with the state-
ment made by the Senator from Okla-
homa. Many things have been done by
the Office of Price Administration with
which I do not agree, but most assuredly
I think there has always been an attempt
by Chester Bowles and his associates to
administer the act honestly. I know
that a vast amount of effective work has
been done under unprecedently trying
and often baffling circumstances. Many
mistakes nave occurred, and many
things have been done differently from
the way in which you and I may think
they should have been handled, and
many of them have possibly been han-
dled contrary to what was really the
best interests of the country.

The fact remains, however, that con-
scientious and successful efforts have
been made to handle a problem which is
as complicated, intricate, and as essen-
tially unpopular as any problem which
has ever arisen in this country. The
O. P. A, whatever its shortcomings, and
these are being constantly lessened, has
been a most important and indispensable
factor in the fight against inflation.

But, Mr. President, I think the propo-
sition now made to provide specifically
by legislation in Congress for an in-
crease in price, especially in the tre-
mendous amount which is provided for
by the pending amendment, would be
a very unfortunate and unjustifiable
move indeed, and I sincerely hope the
amendment will not prevail.

SEVERAL SENATaRS. Vote! Vote!

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, no
maftter how anxious the Senate may be
to vote, I am not going to sit silent under
this indictment of Chester Bowles. I
am certain that the charge or insinuation
that he has not administered his office
honestly finds no confirmation among
Members of the Senate. I have never
heard a committee of the Senate give
such praise to a Government official as
Chester Bowles received from the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency of the
Senate a few weeks ago. I think he has
done an admirable job.

It so happens that he comes from my
State, and it so happens that he is a
long-time dear personal friend of mine,
Most Senators know that Mr. Bowles has
been an exceedingly successful business-
man. Those who do know about him
know that most of his business success
came by way of the very large corpora-
tions of this country, that kind of large
corporation which at the present time
in a few instances, is endeavoring to
overcome the regulations and the rules
of the Office of Price Administration.
I think it would be half natural if Mr.
Bowles had yielded in some instances to
those who had during the years been
his close friends and his clients. But
rather than discovering such a situation,
we find a man, a self-effacing, good, hon-
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est, and able man, who has been willing
to submerge all his personal feelings be-
cause of devotion to his country.

I know, because he is my friend, that
he does not like the job any more than
any other man would like it, but he stays
on because it affords him a chance to
be of service to his country. I know that
from the standpoint of comfort if he fol-
lowed his personal feelings he would long
since have gone home. I know that if
he sought comfort for himself he would
never have come into this Washington
position, because he had been Adminis-
trator of the Office of Price Administra-
tion in Connecticut for a long time, and
he knew its discomforts and its dangers.
He came here with an understanding of
the fact that thers would be mistakes,
that his was the most unpopular assign-
ment in the country, and that there was
little likelihood that he could win very
wide public applause.

Mr. President, I say it is a shame to
have it said on the floor of the United
States Senate that there has been dis-
honesty in the management and direc-
tion of this organization, which in my
judegment has come to pretty rich success
under the able leadership of the present
Administrator.

Mr. BARELEY., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MALONEY, I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY., I am sure the Sena-
tor knows, as all other Senators know,
and as every informed person knows,
that there was never a great war in the
world that did not result in an increase
in the eirculation of money, that did not
result in a certain degree of inflation, be-
cause the very expenditure of unusual
sums of money and the creation of large
debts and large taxes in order to obtain
the money, creates automatically a spend-
ing power which it is difficult to curh.
Certainly it is not true that under the
administration of Mr, Bowles or any of
his predecessors in the O. P. A, the
greatest inflation has taken place that
ever occurred in the history of the United
States.

Mr. MALONEY. I was coming to that
point, of course.

Mr. BARKLEY. No one who is
familiar with what happened after the
last war can say that; and it is incredible
that any responsible man on the fioor of
the Senate should say that the $21,000,-
000,000 in circulation in the United
States is brought about for the deliberate
and specific purpose of creating black
markets.

Mr., MALONEY. I had intended to
discuss that phase of this matter, Mr.
President, but with the majority leader’'s
contribution I have said about what I
wanted to say. There has been no in-
flation in this war period comparable
with that of the last war. We have not
had wartime inflation in a real serious
sense. Of course our experience has been
painful; of course the situation here and
there has gotten out of hand; but by
comparison with every other wartime
period in history we have sailed this
tempesiuous sea quite successfully.

Mr, President, I want to say a word
more before I close. I do not think the
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able Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Moore] intended to say what he did say.
I do not think his words conveyed his
feelings. I know how intensely he feels
about the oil situation, with which he has
had so much experience, and I choose to
think that it was because of the intensity
of his feeling in that respect that he over-
stated his own personal feelings. Feeling
that way, I should not have challenged
it except for the fact that I should be
extremely ashamed of myself if I sat here
in the Senate and permitted the indict-
ment of a man who has earned my great
respect and who I think has earned and
does have the respect of the great ma-
jority of the American people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The gues-
tion is on the amendment of the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr, TaroMAS]. The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. President, I ask
to be excused from voting, under rule XII,
If the pending amendment were agreed
to, I might derive an indirect financial
benefit., If I felt free to vote, I should
vote “yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Shall the
Senator from Colorado, for the reasons
assigned by him, be excused from voting?
The Chair hears no objection, and the
Senator is excused from voting.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr. Bongl, the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grassl, and
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr,
O’MaHONEY] are absent from the Senate
because of illness. I am advised that if
present and voting the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Grass] would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Montana [Mr,

Murray] is detained in a committee
meeting.
The Senator from Florida [Mr.

Anprews], the Senator from Idaho [Mr,
Crark], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. GreEN|, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania .[Mr, GurrFeY], the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Smital, and the
Senator from Maryland [Mr, Typmves]
are detained on public business. I am
advised that the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Anprews], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Green], and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typmvgs], if pres-
ent and voting, would vote “nay.”

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
Bameyl, the Senator from Towa [Mr,
GiLLETTE], the Senator from Illinois [Mr,
Lvcas], and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PepPER] are necessarily absent. I
am advised that if present and voting,
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Baneyl], the Senator from Jowa [Mr,
GiLrerTE], and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PeppEr ] would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay~
DEN], who is detained on public business,
has a general pair with the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr, NYE].

The Senator from Utah [Mr. THomas],
who is necessarily absent, has a general
pair with the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Bripges]l. I am advised that
if present and voting the Senator from
Utah would vote “nay.”

5637

The Senators from Nevada [Mr. Mc-
CarraN and Mr. ScrucHAM] are absent on
official business.

Mr. WHERRY. I announce the fol-
lowing general pairs:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. BRooKs]
with the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TypINGs];

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Nye] with the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HavpEN]; and

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Brmnces]l with the Senator from
Utah [Mr. THOMAS].

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Buck], the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Lancer], the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. REvErcome], and the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr, WiLsoN] are neces-
sarily absent,

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 42, as follows:

YEAS—25
Bankhead Eastland Overton
Bilbo Hatch Reed
Butler Hawkes Robertson
Capper Johnson, Colo. Stewart
Caraway Kligore Thomas, Idahe
Chandler McClellan Thomas, Okla.
Chavez McFarland Wherry
Connally Moore
Davis O'Daniel

NAYS—42
Alken Genry Shipstead
Austin Gurney Taft
Ball Hill Truman
Barkley Holman Tunnell
Brewster Jackson - Vandenberg
Burton La Follette Wagner
Byrd McKellar ‘Wallgren
Clark, Mo. Maloney ‘Walsh, Mass,
Cordon Maybank ‘Walsh, N.J.
Dansaher Mead Weeks
Downey Murdock ‘Wheeler
Ellender Radcliffe White
Ferguson Reynolds Wiley
George Russell Willis

NOT VOTING—29

Andrews Green O'Mahoney
Balley Guffey Pepper
Bone Hayden Revercomb
Bridges Johnson, Callf. Scrugham
Brooks Langer Smith
Buck Lueas Thomas, Utah
Bushfield MeCarran Tobey
Clark, Idaho Millikin Tydings
Gillette Murray Wilson
Glass Nye

So the amendment of Mr. TaoMmas of
Oklahoma was rejected.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the roll
calls in the Senate during this week
have been the most revealing of any roll
calls which have ever occurred in my
presence and during my service in the
Senate. There has been no organization
between the other side of the aisle and
this side. Yet every roll call which has
been taken this week has demonstrated
that an overwhelming majority of the
Members of the Senate voted along the
lines of a rather definite policy. I ac-
count for that fact in this way: In 1942 a
message was sent to the Congress of the
United States which would have declared
a8 dictatorship unless Congress had
enacted certain legislation. Congress
enacted the legislation requested. Under
an Executive order of the President,
there was set up a policy which has been
followed to this date, notwithstanding
the fact that on every occasion on which
Congress has had a chance to state its
views, it has taken a course in the oppo-
site direction. I interpret the sentiment
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revealed by the roll calls during the past
week as indicating a definite feeling on
the part of Congress that the time has
come for it to legislate regardless of the
views and the declared intention of some
of the executive agencies to continue
their established policies notwithstand-
ing the views of Congress.

Mr. President, last December I made
a speech dealing with important factors
relative to price control and infiation. I
left Washington about the middle of
February for a vacation, After I had
gone there came to my office a letter from
Mr. Chester Bowles, Price Administra-
tor. It discussed the remarks which I
had previously made in the Senate.
After I returned to my office and had
time to do so, I prepared an answer to
Mr. Bowles in which I discussed the
entire question. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be printed in the
Recorp at this point as a part of my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there -

objection to the request of the Senator
from Kansas?

Mr. MALONEY. Does the Senator wish
to put Mr. Bowles’ letter in the Recorp
also?

Mr. REED. If the Senator thinks that
it is desirable, I shall be very happy to
put Mr, Bowles’ letter in the Recorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Kansas? The Chair hears none and
it is so ordered.

The correspondence referred to is as
follows:

OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D. C., February 24, 1944,
Hon. CuypE M. REED,
United States Senate.
Dear SeNaTOR REED: Just prior to the

Christmas holidays you presented some .

rather elaborate statistics to the Senate and
drew conclusions therefrom. Ever since then
I have been wanting to give you my reaction
to them.

First you presented an array of figures
showing the powerful accumulation of in-
flationary pressures and stated that anyone
was either dumb or dishonest who said that
in view of these forces, prices could be held
under control.

The facts you presented were correct and
impressive, but the truth is, that in spite of
these pressures, prices have been controlled
to a great extent—far better than in the last
war, when inflationary pressures were much
less powerful.

After 52 months In the last war living costs
had risen 61.8 percent. In the present war,
in a like period with pressures greater, they
have been held to a 26.2 percent rise. How-
ever, all but three-tenths of 1 percent of the
present rise occurred prior to last April,
when the hold-the-line order was issued, and
the subsidy program went into effect. Since
then, for 9 difficult months, the cost of living
index has remained almost level. In view
of the great inflationary pressures which you
80 clearly pointed out, this is, I think you
will agree, an extraordinary achievement.

The increase in living costs has come about
largely through a rise in food prices of 57.1
percent, All other living costs have been
held to far lower gains, rents to an Increase
«f only 3.6 percent.

The best job, however, has been In con-
trolling the prices of basic materials enter-
ing largely into the cost of the war. Lef
me give you a few comparisons between the
Ppiice rises of such materials in this and in
the last war. .
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. World |y World War
World War
Commodity ~ |WetNe-! "No.2 @ | (Mot -
months) | TOnths) | Froaky
Percent | Percent Pereent
Steel plates.._..__.- 695
Pig iron.. i 145 14 304
Copper-. & a3 15 165
e ia B0 70 345
Anthracite coal..... 43 26
Bituminous coal.... 135 2 264
Lomber. . s eraer 71 &0 72
M asons 156 0 228
Cement 76 0 276
Coke.__._. 7 19 268
Glass (pla 81 0 81
Petroleum 200 - 13 2156
oad_ ... e 106 20 105
Wool (wholesale).__ 203 62 264
Cotton (wholesale) .- 137 106 222

As a result of the large price increases of
the last war, the war which had a neces-
sary cost of $17,000,000,000, actually cost
$32,000,000,000, some $15,000,000,000, or 47
percent was added by price increases. We
still are paying interest on the price increase
cost of the last war.

But here is the most impressive fact of all.
Had prices advanced in this war as they did
in World War No, 1, the war to date would
have cost $65,000,000,000 more than it has
cost, Roughly speaking, 1 year's interest on
this sum equals the cost of O, P. A, and all
subsidy payments to date. In view of these
facts I don't think it dishonest to say that
prices can be controlled in spite of the great
inflationary pressures you so clearly pointed
out. They have been controlled.

The second point made in your talk was
that we have had no real inflation in this
war, since only now have we approached the
price level of 1926, said to be a normal, pros-
perous business year.

There seems to be some incompatability
between the claims; that we are dishonest for
saying that prices can be controlled; and
saying that there has been no inflation, for
if there has been no inflation, then prices
have been controlled.

But it does not seem clarifying to let the
matter rest with that statement, for the
assumption that 1626 was a normal price
year is far from correct. Here are annual
cost-of-living figures from 1921 to 1942 and
monthly figures for 1943.

1922 119.7
1923_ Y’ 121.9
1924 122.2
1025 125.4
1926. 126. 4
1927 124.0
1928. 122. 8
1929 122.5
1930 119.4
1931 108.7
1932 97.6
1833 92.4
1934. s 85.7
-1935 98,1
1936 99.1
1937. 102.7
1938.. 100.8
1939 $9.4
1940 100.2
1941 105.2
1942 116.5
1943:
January. 120.7
February. 121.0
March 122.8
April 124.1
May —= 126.1
June 124.8
July 123.9
August, 123.4
September 123.9
October 124. 4
November. 124.2
December 124. 4

From these figures it Is clear that living
costs were higher in 1926 than at any time
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from the end of the World War No. 1 boom
period up to the last half of 1943. This being
true, it is no more correct to call the peak
of a 22-year period a normal year than to
call the low year of the 22-year period—1833—
a normal year.

Looking back to 1926 and saying that we
have no inflation because only now have we
gone over the 1926 peak, is like standing on a
mountaintop, looking acros§ a wide valley
to another distant mountain, and saying
that one is not on a mountaintop because
there, off in the distance, is another bit of
land just as high.

The surest guaranty of inflation would be
to let each production group pick its peak
price year and have its prices adjusted on
that basis.

I have repeatedly stated the opinion that
some upward adjustment of farm prices was
called for since they had been too low for
farmer or national welfare; but, in my
opinion, they have now gone as high as they
should go, for the welfare of the farmers.
Even as it Is, farm-land prices have risen
considerably and it will be difficult to main-
tain farm prices at their present high level.

I wonder if you ever have occasion to study
what happened after the World War No. 1
inflation. The prices of principal farm prod-
ucts dropped as follows in the years 1921-22,
following the inflation peak:

Percent
Wheat.- 65
Corn 78
Oats = 71
Cotton 96
Potatoes. : 85
Rice 79
Peanuts 73
Lambs, 61
Hogs €6
Beef cattle 57
Butter..... 53
Milk (wholesale) 32
Eggs 73
Hens 39
Oranges 75

Az a result per capita farmer income de-
clined from 1,430 to $554 in 2 years and total
farm income declined from §9,249 600,000 to
£3,603,000,000. And in the next 5 years 453,-
000 farmers lost their farms through mort-
gage foreclosures. If there is any way to pre-
vent it, I am sure we all want to prevent
& repetition of such a situation.

As things stand, in spite of higher costs,
especially of farm labor, the farmers have
benefited more from the war than any other
group in the population, unless it be some
of the war contractors. If one calls the 1936-
39 level 100, the index of the take-home pay
of industrial workers in 1943 reached 182.
But the net farm operator income, with all
increased costs of farming deducted as ex-
pense, reached 2895—a 113 percent greater
gain. Of course, corporation earnings be-
fore taxes far outran all other gains, and
totaled 336 percent; but corporation taxes
were very heavy and brought net corporation
earnings to 110 percent over the pre-war
level.

No one begrudges farmers their gains,
Their annual earnings were low at the start
and still are far below nonfarm income. But
I am of the opinion that while individual
adjustments still are in order, any further
general gain in farm prices will not be in the
interest of the farmers. With no further gains
farm prices have advanced so much that a
distressing post-war decline may be difficult to
prevent.

We here in the Office of Price Administra-
tion have tried hard to perform a dificult
wartime task sincerely and faithfully. Al-
though I do not for 1 minute claim that we
haven’t made some mistakes, I do belleve that
in view of the many pressures and obstacles
we have encountered along the way we have
succeeded in our efforts to keep prices and
rents in line and prevent a ruinous inflation,
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If you would like to sit down and talk this

- whole broad subject of price control and the

work we are doing here with me at any time,

please let me know and I will arrange my time
to suit your convenience.

Sincerely,
CHESTER BOWLES,
Administrator,

UNITED STATES SENATE,
April 20, 1944,
Hon. Cuester H. BowLEs, Administrator,
Office of Price Administration,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Bowres: I have read with interest
your testimony before the Senate Banking
and Currency Committee relative to price-
control legislation. I hope to be able to dis-
cuss with that committee the same subject
matter, during the present hearings.

Your letter of February 24, having reference
to the facts presented in my speech in the
Senate on December 17, reached my office
while I was away for a period of a few weeks,
I am only now able to give it the considera-
tion to which it is entitled because of your
important position.

Your appearance before the Senate Bank-
ing and Currency Committee was subsequent
to the writing of your letter. Your testl-
mony there covered much the same material
as your letter to me. I judge from the
record that everybody, including yourself, had
a good time. The documents you filed are
interesting. The less one knows about the
subject, the more he would be impressed. I
think there is a general agreement that you
strengthened your reputation as a good ad-
vertising man.

One of the points on which the New Deal
agencles and New Dealers are fairly entitled
to criticism is the extent to which they ar-
rogate to themselves all of the virtue and
wisdom by men in public life. No
credit is ever given to the other type of
people. They seem to think that this ques-
tion of price control is subject to copy-
right by them. May I remind you that I
began to vote for price control legislation
in the Senate while you were still in the
advertising business. 1 have consistently
voted for all such legislation.

In the second paragraph of your letter
you impute to me a statement that prices
could not be held_under control. I have
never made any statement of that kind. In
my speech of December 17, I did refer to
the difficulty of holding prices “to some re-
cent level in the face of these factors.” In
using the term *recent level” I was refer-
ring to the statistical period universally
used by your school of thought, namely, the
years 1935-30. That was a depressed period,
especially for farm products. I do not know
of any economist of any standing who be-
lieves that prices could be or should be held
to that subnormal level. I have stated, and
I repeat now, that the American farmer,
especially, and American business, in gen-
eral, could not exist with prices at such a
depressed level,

You criticize my use of the year 1926 as
a basis for comparison and refer to it as a
“mountain top” of inflation. My statement
was:

“The year 1926 has been used by dependable
statistical agencies as a base year for com-
parison of prices and living costs.”

May I bring to your attention the fact that
one of the leading statistical agencies deal-
ing with this question is the Bureau of Labor
Statistics in the Department of Labor? This
Bureau is quoted more frequently than any
other, perhaps as frequently as all other
agencles combined.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics still uses
1926 as its base period for wholesale prices,
Its current reports are made on that basls.
This basis, for comparative purposes, has been
written into many escalator clauses in im-
portant war contracts,
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The Federal Reserve bank, over a period
of years, used 1923-25 as its basis. Other
statistical organizations wused 1925-29, and
still other statistical agencies used some com=-
bination of years between 1923 and 1930
as an Index of what was regarded as rea-
sonably normal business conditions. The
difference between using 1926 alone, or any
of the others, or for that matter, all of the
years mentioned in this paragraph, is not
great., The fact that the Bureau of Labor
Statistics still uses 1926 is, I think, a con-
clusive answer to your criticism on this point.
I realize it is easy for a person with little
experience in production to make criticism
that is not soundly based. I do not question
your good faith. I only question your in-
formation and experience.

As far as I know, there is no authoritative
volce asking for any general increase in farm
prices. The farmer started from the lowest
level of anybody in the 1935-39 period, He
had a much longer distance to travel to ob-
tain some reasonable relationship than did
anybod; else. To those of us who have lived
with this question for a generation, your
statement that “some upward adjustment of
farm prices was called for, since they had been
too low for farmer or national welfare,” is
definitely an understatement. We are not
greatly impressed with your statement, “In
my opinfon they have now gone as high as
they should go for the welfare of the farmer.”
I doubt if your brief experience with the
0. P. A. qualifies you to pass a competent
judgment upon fundamental policies neces-
sary to the welfare of the farmer. Myself and
others have been concerned about the farm-
er's welfare throughout.all the years. We
welcome your addition to our ranks, even if
you are tardy in joining up.

While I am on this particular point I think
the farmers and their advocates, of which I
am one, will be further interested in your
statement that “their annual earnings were
low at the start and are still far below non-
farm income.” You seem to think that is
all right. While you favor “individual adjust-
ments,” you state that “any further general
gain in farm prices will not be in the interest
of the farmers,” 1 will be glad to have the
basis for a view that farm population should
be permanently condemned to a wage and
price level lower than the nonfarm popula-
tion, Is this your conception of equality as
between important classes of our citizen-
ship?

I have not, at any time, opposed price con-
trol. In fact, I have favored price control
and all legislation to that end. I have defi-
nitely opposed the “grocery bill subsidy pol-
icy” which the O. P. A, is following. I shall
discuss that at some length presently. My
position in regard to the O. P. A. was fairly
well stated on the Senate floor on February
11, 1944, page 1605 of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.,

“] have been one of those who have rather
freely criticized the O. P, A. It has made
a great many mistakes. However, I wish to
say for the O. P. A. that, over all, it has done
a reasonably good job in holding prices from
running away in uncontrolled inflation. The
administration now has the power, through
ceiling prices or maximum prices, plus the
rationing of commodities as between con-
sumers, to control prices; and it does not
need the subsidy policy to prevent inflation.

I charge these officials responeible for this

agitation in the country with bad faith, with
exaggeration, with overstatement of the facts,
with unnecessarily alarming the people.”

May I say, also, that I think you have
greatly improved the administration of the
O. P, A, For that I wish to give you full
credit. This improvement is also reflected
in & better public sentiment than the O, P. A,
previously enjoyed.

I now want to come to the heart of the
differences between yoursell and other re-
sponsible officers in this administration and
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those who hold the views that I hold on this
“subsidy” feature of your program,

I make these assertions:

1. That the subsidy policy, as you admin-
ister and defend it, is inflationary.

2, That the use of subsidies, as you advo-
cate, has only a slight and incidental relation
to farm prices—since you propose that the
farmer receive the full price; the deficit to
be made up by taxpayers' money from the
Government Treasury.

3. That this whole grocery bill subsidy is
being carried out as a result of promises
made by President Roosevelt to organized
labor and has Iittle or no relation to the
matter of price control.

4. That the control of inflation, so far as
commodity prices are concerned, is to be
found in the use of: (a) Maximum prices;
(b) rationing; (c) vigorous administration.

As recently as April 8 you joined in a state-
ment to the President, along with Messrs,
Vinson, Jones, and Davis, to the effect that
the stabilization line has been strengthened
and held. To be correct, this must include
both prices and wages. It is true that cost
of living prices have not increased measur-
ably in the last year. That is not true of
hourly wages or weekly earnings,

That statement ends with this language:

"We should cling to the policies and
machinery which have served us so effectively
thus far.”

Here you serve notice of your intention to
cling to your policy in the use of subsidies
as long as you are able to continue to evade
and defy the expressed intent and will of the
Congress.

I want to challenge a statement from you
or anybody else that the grocery-bill subsidy,
as you advocate and administer it, is a factor
in preventing inflation. It may be a factor
in fulfilling a promise President Roosevelt
made to the leaders of organized labor that
certain staple food prices would not be per-
mitted to rise under any circumstances no
matter how much earnings increased. On
several items prices have been kept down at
the expense of the taxpayer. In round num-
bers, the O. P. A. and the W. F. A. are spending
$1,300,000,000 a year of taxpayers' money to
reduce prices on several cost-of-living items.
Every dollar of this money is taken from the
Treasury and is all borrowed. The public
debt is increased to the full amount of the
subsidy. Eventually the public debt must be
discharged by the taxpayer. That burden
will fall heavily on a generation of taxpayers
most of whom are now in the armed forces.
Unlike yourself, and others in the administra-
tion, I think taxpayers, including coming
generations, are entitled to some considera-
tion.

The immefliate effect of this policy is to
leave the full amount of the subsidy in the
hands of the consumer. To the extent of
this full amount, pressure upon the price of
an inadequate supply of consumer gocds is
increased. The effect is obvious. It is in-
flationary. Why you persistently attribute
some stabilizing virtue to this policy is not
clear to any person who fully understands the
subject. Your repeated declarations, along
with similar declarations by President Roose-
velt, Justice Byrnes, and Judge Jones, have
deceived the public and increased public
alarm.

I repeat what I have said before:

That is a dishonest public policy, no matter

. who uses it.

While the effort of those of us who are
trying to keep you and your associates hon-
est centers principally around food prices,
which have some relation to farm prices, I
want to repeat here, and to emphasize, that,
theoretically, the farmer has no interest in
this controversy, except as a taxpayer. He
has the same interest as every other tax-
payer and, in theory, no more. ¥Your sub-
sidy money Is, in theory, paid to hold farm
prices at the full parity or comparable price
level. This is not being done, especially in
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livestock. Btock raising, including poultry
raising, at this time, is perhaps the most
demoralized industry in the country due to
O. P. A. and W. F. A. policies. The livestock
ralsers insist that they get only a small
portion of the benefit intended for them—
and that most of the subsidy money is re-
tained by the middle man or processor. I
have seen no figures on this point that could
be accepted as conclusive, but undoubtedly
there is merit in the livestock producers'
contention.

I come now to the statement made by
yourself and your associates on April 7. You
say:

“Basic wage rates have been firmly held.”
(Referring to a previous period which might
be either October 1942 or the first part of
1943.) \

This is simply not true. For your ready
convenience, I quote below the average hourly
earnings of factory workers as reported by
the Bureau of Labor Statistles:

1942: Cents
October 89.3
November, 80.5
December 80.7

1943:

January 21.9
February. 92.4
March 93.4
April 94.4
May 95.3
June 95.9
July 86.3
August. 96.56
Beptember . il 99.3
October --= 98.8
November. 99.6
December 99.6
1944: January 100.1

It will thus be seen, that instead of “basic
wage rates” being firmly held, they have
steadily moved upward—and not slowly.
From January 1943 to January 1944, hourly
wage earnings increased 8.2 cents per hour,
or 9 percent. That is the third largest in-
crease in hourly earnings of any year in the
b-year period since the war in Europe began
in 1939.

It is such constant and persistent decep-
tion as this which causes those of us who
follow the facts to lose faith in you and your
assoclates who make these Incorrect state-
ments, and, therefore, deceive the public. I
grant that deception of the public is neces-
sary to the success of your policy, but that
does not make it honest,

I have dealt here with only the increase In
hourly earnings through 1943. This is be-
cause your misstatement was directed at that
period. It may be said that the Increase in
hourly earnings from January 1939 to Janu-
ary 1944 is 58.4 percent. Increase in the
hourly earnings since January 1941 (Little
Steel formula) to January 1944, is 46.6 per-
cent. The entire increase in all items making
up the cost of living from January 1939 to
January 1944 is 23.7 percent. Measured from
any standpoint, increase in hourly earnings,
which directly reflect the basic wage, is from
two to three times the increase in the cost of
Hving.

Up to this time I have dealt entirely with
hourly earnings. These earnings are the
main factor, although not the only factor, in
the total weekly earnjngs of these workers.
After all, the important thing to the worker
is his “take home pay” at the end of the
week, Weekly earnings of factory workers
Increased from $23.19 a week in January 1939
to $45.156 a week in January 1944, or a per-
centage increase of 94.7. Virtually all of this
increase came after January 1941, . In that
month the weekly earnings were $26.66 as
against the January 1944 figure of $45.15.
In other words, during the period of appll-
cation of the Little Steel formula, hourly
earnings went up 46.6 percent; weekly earn-
ings went up 69.4 percent, and the cost of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Iliving went up 23.7 percent. All of these
statements are based upon reports of the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics.

Neither in my long life nor in my reading
of American history have I found anything
to compare with this persistent and deter-
mined attempt to mislead and alarm the
people. I have previously mentioned those
responsible for this policy of persistent and
continued deception.

Let us now move from the factory worker
to a somewhat broader field. Workers en-
gaged in mining and transportation are not
included as factory workers. Thelr incomes,
however, are included in reports by the Bu-
reau of Agricultural Economics. That Bu-
reau shows the annual wage income of in-
dustrial workers, as follows:

1939 §1, 206
1940 1,273
1941 1,495
1942 1, 847
1943 2,138

In this period, the average annual wage
income per industrial worker increased 77
percent. In the same period, the cost of
living, all items, using 1935-39 as 100 per-
cent, increased 23.7 percent.

While comparisor between the wages of
industrial workers and the cost of living is
the point directly In issue, it is interesting
to take a look at the income of the public
in general. The total national income di-
vided by the total population, including the
armed forces, shows the following average
annual incomes:

1939, $540. 70
1940, 677.10
1941_ 695. 70
1942 866. 30
1948 1,041, 50

Bource: Bureau of Labor Statistics, based
on reports from Department of Commerce.

Here we have in this 5-year period a 92-
percent increase in the average income of.
all the citizens of the United States. Cost
of living in this period increased 23.7 per-
cent. ;

In the name of God and common sense,
why should future generations of taxpayers,
including men in the armed forces all over
the world, be penalized to subsidize the
grocery bill of the present generation of
citizens who are recelving the highest aver-
age income ever received by any people in
the world throughout all history, and spend-
ing a smaller proportion for food than any
other civilized people?

A plea that this grocery bill subsidy policy
is in the interest of the wage worker is in-
sincere and fallacious, Prior to World War
No. 2, the maximum average income per in-
dustrial worker was, in 1920, #1,411. Decline
began after 1920 and the industrial worker's
income never equaled the 1920 income until
1941 when it amounted to $1,495. The
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1943 annual income per industrial worker
was $2,138. Beyond any doubt, incomes of
all kinds of people, including industrial
workers, will decline after World War No. 2.
How far this decline will go, and how long
it will last, s a matter of so uncertain con-
jecture that no estimate is of any value.

The outstanding fact is—that never in
all of our history have the people generally,
and industrial workers in particular, been
so able to pay the living expenses out of
current income as they are now, As has
been pointed out, the use of this grocery
bill subsidy only defers the day of payment.
In heaven's name, why defer payment from
the period when one is most able to make
it, to a period when the ability to pay will
be lessened? We are only transferring the
burden, not removing it.

Continuing with this study: Because this
matter is too voluminous to readily include
in this letter, there is attached a statement
showing the income and trend of income
throughout 1943, as well as the expenditures
for food.

It will be observed that the per capita
average Income increased 13.2 percent
through 1943. Expenditures for food in-
creased 11.2 percent, This item is affected
by volume of food consumption as well as
price. The “take home income after paying
grocery bill" increased 13.6 percent. The
percentage of income expended for food
shown on this table never exceeded 20 per-
cent, If a quantity of food, representing
average consumption through 1935-39, had
been bought, the expenditure for food would
have been 15 percent of the income.

There is no record of any population in
any civilized nation In the world being so

. well fed as the people of the United States,

and there is no record of any people being
able to purchase their food for so low a
percentage of their Income as the average
citizen of the United States can do at this
time and has been doing throughout the
years.

Why the persistent demand of yourself and
those assoclated with you for subsidies to
reduce the grocery bill of people whose In-
comes are larger currently than they are
likely to be again for any conceivable period
of thme? This policy is so unsound that no
man can thoroughly understand it and still
advocate It if that man is sincere. If men
in authority advocate such a program with-
out understanding it, they may reasonably
be charged with being dumb, at least Incom-
petent. If they understand all the facts,
and still advocate it, on the basis that your-
self, Judge Jones, Justice Byrnes, and Presi-
dent Roosevelt advocate, they create a basis
for doubting Jheir sincerity and integrity. I
have said this before—I repeat it here,

With my best wishes, I am

Cordially yours,
Crype M. REED,

Per capita food costs, consumer income and ezpenditures, United States by months, 1943

Food expenditures as per-
centage of income
Take-home
Total in-
Expendi- income

Year and month Comepay- | ‘nresfor | after pay Oost of quan-

ments per food ing groeer tities of food

capita E grocery Actaa) | Tepresenting
average annual

consumption

16835-30
1943 Percent Percent

o I T o et 2 4w s e e $073 $106 7 20 16
February, 991 198 798 20 14
March 1, 009 207 802 21 16
April 1,023 183 830 19 16
ay. 1,028 201 BI7 2 16
June. 1,040 200 840 19 16
July, 1,048 287 831 21 16
August 1,059 207 862 20 15
Beptemb - 1,058 204 864 19 15
October. 1, 069 219 850 20 15
November. 1,086 210 876 18 15
December 1,101 218 883 20 13
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendments to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point an amendment
which yesterday, at my request, was or-
dered to lie on the table and be printed,
but which I do not intend to propose.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

At the proper place in the bill insert the
following:

“Sgc. —. The Emergency Price Control Act
of 1942 is hereby amended as follows:

“At the end of the second sentence of sec-
tion 2 (a) insert the following: 'Any max-
imum price established or adjusted by the
Administrator shall be such as to allow to
each class of producers, manufacturers,
processors, and distributors concerned there-
with a generally fair and equitable price for
the particular product affected, taking into
consideration the cost of producing, manu-
facturing, processing, or distributing such
product and a reasonable profit subject to
the following provisos:

“i(a) ‘The price need not be such as to
assume profit to any individual producer,
manufacturer, processor, or distributor who
is inefficient, or who for any other reason
failed to receive such profit under peace-
time conditions.

“!(b) The maximum price fixed for any
class of producers, manufacturers, processors,
and distributors need not be such as fo as-
sure a profit for such. particular product if
it was customary prior to the war for such
class to sell such product without profit.

“!(¢) The price fixed for any class of pro-
ducers, manufacturers, processors, or dis-
tributors need not be such as to assure a
profit for a particular product if (1) such
product is only one of a larger group of
products substantially all of which are han-
dled by all members of such class, and (2)
the sum of the profits on all the products
handled by such class are generally reason-
able.

“{(d) The Administrator shall have the
right to determine what producers, manu-
facturers, processors, and distributors con-
stitute a class, and in doing so shall give
proper consideration to the character of the
business, the kind of preducts handled,
method of handling such products, and re-
glonal variations which prior to the war
led to a general difference in prices and
margins.””

Mr. BUTLER, Mr, President, I desire
to call up an amendment, in order to have
1 or 2 minutes’ discussion of it. It was
intended to be proposed by the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Brooksl, who is not
present at this time. I ask that the
amendment be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The CHier CLERK. At the proper place
in the bill, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Sec. 101.5. Section 2 (c¢) of such act is

amended by inserting after the first sentence
thereof the following: “The Administrator

shall provide for individual adjustments in

those classes of cases where the rent on the
maximum rent date for any housing accom-
modations is, due to pecullar circumstances,
substantially higher or lower than the rents
generally prevailing in the defense-rental area
for comparable housing accommodutions, in-
cluding rents in housing accommodations in
which there has heen since the maximum
rent date a substantial increase or decrease
in property taxes or operating costs, or in
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which the rent is less than the total costs of
operation, or In multiple-unit premises the
rent is lower than the maximum rent gener=
ally prevailing for comparable housing ac-
commodations in the same premises.”

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, an
amendment of this sort was submitted at
the committee hearing. I believe the
Senator from Ohio has a proposed regu-
lation, received from the O. P. A., which
should be placed in the Reccrp, in order
to make it complete.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in the com-
mittee I offered an amendment. The dif-
ficulty with the rent situation is that the
Administrator has refused to consider in-
dividual applications for adjustment of
rent, except in 10 limited classes of cases
in which he has chosen to permit adjust-
ments to be made.

I think there should be a broader pro-
vision. In the committee I submitted
an amendment, which I subsequently
withdrew when it appeared that a ma-
jority of the members of the committee
were opposed to it. I withdrew it with
the understanding on the part of the
0. P. A, that it would submit a further
exception, in the form of a regulation
which it would put into effect in erder
to permit individual adjustments to be
made.

After the committee closed the hear-
ings, the O, P. A. submitted the proposed
regulation. I shall ask unanimous con-
sent to have it printed in the Recorp. It
does not go so far as I think it should
go. However, it shows a willingness to
open up somewhat the matter of con-
sideration of individual rent adjust-
ments.

If it appears, after trial, that the new
regulation does not flood the O. P. A.
with a large number of rent cases, I am
hopeful the O. P. A, will increase the

_number of cases of rent regulation or

adjustment in which it will grant hear-
ings for individual complainants,

I think it is perfectly clear that the
Senate, the House of Representatives

‘and the act contemplated that an indi-

vidual complainant who had an espe-
cially large increase in cost, or whose
rent was not comparable to other rents,
should receive an individual adjustment.
However, at this time I do not wish to
press the general question of an amend-
ment of the law.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REcorD, as a
part of my remarks, the amendment to
the rent regulations which I understand
the O. P. A. is making or will make if no
provision relating to rents is incor-
porated in the present law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? ;

There being no objection, the amend-
ment to the rent regulations was ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

AMENDMENT TO RENT REGULATIONS

Any landlord may file a petition for ad-
justment to increase the maximum 'rent
otherwise allowable, only on the grounds
that:

(IT) The rent on the date determining the
maximum rent was materially affected by
special hardship circumstances and as a re-
sult was substantially lower than the rent
generally prevailing in the defense-rental area
for comparable housing accommodations on
the maximum rent date.
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Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, in view
of the explanation made by the Senator
from Ohio_and the understanding we
have had within the committee, I am
hopeful that the Administrator will be
as reasonable or as lenient as he possibly
can be under the regulations which are
proposed. :

In view of that situation, I withdraw
the proposed amendment. Of course, I
desire to have it printed in the REcorp
as it has been read.

Mr, WILLIS. Mr, President, the other
day, at my request, an amendment to
the bill now under consideration was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed. I do not propose to press for
its adoption at this time, but I desire
to have it printed in the Recorp, and
(Ij ask unanimous consent to have that

one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

On page 3, aiter line 24, insert the fol-
lowing:

*{l) No maximum price shall be estab-
lished or maintained for any of the following:
(1) Public sales by a bona fide owner, directly
or through an agent or auctioneer, of such
owner's used furniture, household goods, and
personal effects acquired by such owner for
his own use or consumption, and not acquired
for the purpose of resale; (2) public sales by
a bona fide farmer, directly or through an
agent or auctioneer, of such farmer’'s used
tractors, machinery, implements, and tools,
acquired by such farmer for his own use in
connection with his farming operations and
activities, and not acquired for the purpose
of resale; and (3) public sales by an admin-
istrator, executor, guardian, or frustee, di-
rectly or through an agent or guctioneer,
pursuant to an order of court, of any used
personal property of the character enumer-
ated in clauses Nos. 1 and 2 above.”

On page 2, line 24, strike out “subsection”
and insert in lieu thereof “subsections.”

Mr, WILLIS. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp, as a part of my remarks, a
statement about certain abuses in con-
nection with market regulations affect-
ing the sale of hogs. The statement re-
lates to a regulation by the War Food
Administration, which I intended to offer
at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

ABUSES IN REGULATIONS AFFECTING HOG
MARKETING

Present support prices are on hogs welgh-
ing from 180 to 270 pounds, hereinafter called
bracket weights. Hogs weighing below or
above these bracket weights can 'be bought
at a price discretionary to the packer. As a
result, hogs In excess of 270 pounds are now
selling at discounts as great as $2 per hun-
dreweight below support prices for bracket
weights. This means that a hog weighing
271 pounds will bring approximately $5 less
than a hog just under 270 pounds. It is com-
mon practice for order buyers to fill orders
as nearly as possible with hogs outside the
bracket weights. As a result, bracket-weight
hogs oftentimes lie in the yards 2 to 3 days
before being sold, thus effecting an enormous
shrinkage ahd penalizing the producer.

Due to the heavy flow of hogs to market and
the apparent inability of packers to take the

Is there

Is there
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hogs, a permit system has been established
on the Indianapolis market. Demand for per-
mits far exceeds the ability of the market to
assimilate the hogs. As a result hogs are
kept back on the farm, and in many instances
held there against the farmers’ wishes, until
the weight exceeds the 270 pounds, conse=
quently inflicting a terrific loss"on the pro-
ducers.

Another unfair practice is that of making
false grades within the bracket weights, which
enables the packer to buy choice hogs below
the support price.

It s my suggestion that false grading be,

absolutely prohibited, and that the break in
prices on out-of-bracket welght hogs be lim-
ited to the normal differential prices for hogs
in those weights.

Mr, MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point a letter dated
April 14, 1944, from me to Hon. Ivan D.
Carson, Deputy Administrator of the
Office of Price Administration, and a re-
ply which I received under date of May 6,
1944, from Mr. Bowles, both letters hav-
ing to do with the subject of voluntary
contributions, I started to read the let-
ters the other day, and referred to them,
but did not actually enter them in the
Recorp. I ask unanimous consent that
they may be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

APRIL 14, 1944,
Hon. Ivan D. CARSON,
Deputy Administrator,
Office of Price Administration,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Carson: Thank you very much
for your letter of April 13, 1944, replying to
observations in a letter which I have received
from Mr. T. B. Estill, of 1770 South Santa Fe
Drive, Denver, respecting rent control of
motor courts by O. P. A, I am passing your

letter on to Mr. Estill for his further reac-

tions, which I shall communicate to you.

I am very much interested in the second
from the last paragraph on the third page
of your letter regarding voluntary contribu-
tions to the Treasury of the UnitedStates by
those alleged to have made rental over-
charges and where the person overcharged
‘cannot be found and where in the opinion
of the enforcement officials the violation is
not of a sufficiently serious character to war-
rant criminal proceedings. Your statement
that “a somewhat similar technique of vol-
untary contributions to the Treasury has
been used in the past in connection. with
violation of other Federal statutes” is also
noted with especial interest.

Let me suggest that this technique is rep~
rehensible. If, as you state, the alleged
violation does not appear to be of such a
gerious character that criminal proceedings
should be brought against the violator, then,
under self-evident principles of fair play and
under proper performance of official duty,
there should not be any criminal proceedings
and there should not be any bartering to
remove the threat of them,

If criminal proceedings are not warranted,
there is nothing left but a civil claim exist-
ing exclusively between the landlord and
tenant. The landlord did not rent his ac-
commodations to the United States Treasury.
He did not overcharge the United States
Treasury. Hence, he does not owe anything
to the United States Treasury. Moreover,
the Government is not a collection agency
for claims between landlords and tenants
and the procedure does not serve that func-
tion for obviously the citizen's voluntary pay-
ment of & sum of money into the United
States Treasury does not extinguish his debt
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to his creditor. If the landlord is unjustly
enriched because he cannot find the tenant
to whom he owes the money this 18 not cor-
rected by an equally unjust enrichment of
the Federal Treasury.

To call the payment voluntary, kegping
in mind that it is admittedly a part of & tech-
nigque of settlement, is a cynical perversion
of the meaning of the word. Of course, the
voluntary contribution is:induced by dan-
gling the threat of a criminal proceeding over
the citizen's head. This technique is con-
demned by its nature, it is a criminal offense,
where practiced by privdte citizens, and so
far as I know it is not a statutory privilege
of Federal officials.

I shall appreciate it if you will furnish
me with a list of all persons who have
made such voluntary contributions, with
the amounts thereof, in O. P. A, rent-control
cases. Please also cite me any provisions
of law relied upon as authority for practicing
this technique.

I shall also appreciate it if you will advise
me of the names of the other Federal agen-
cies which follow this technique in connec-
tion with the violation of other Federal stat-
utes.

Iam,

Sincerely,
EvceNE D. MILLIKIN.

OFFiIcE OF PRICE AMINISTRATION,
Washington, D. C., May 6, 1944.
The Honorable EUGENE D. MILLIKIN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenATOR Mimnpixm: Your letter of
April 14, 1944, addressed to Ivan D. Carson,
Deputy Administrator for Rent, has been re-
ferred to me for reply.

You express an interest in the second from
the last paragraph on the third page of Mr,
Carson's letter to you dated April 13, 1944,
wherein he mentions the matter of voluntary
contributions to the Treasury of the United
Btates in those cases where landlords have
made rental overcharges, where the person
overcharged cannot be found, and where, in
the opinion of the enforcement official, the
violation is not of a sufficiently serious char-
acter to warrant formal proceedings. You
express disapproval of the technique of col-
lecting voluntary contributions and ask that
we cite to you any provisions of law relied
upon as authority therefor.

I have checked carefully into the practice’

of accepting voluntary contributions and en-
close a full memorandum on the matter,
dated April 10, 1943, by Thomas I. Emerson,
Deputy Administrator for Enforcement, then
Acting General Counsel. Prior to the effective
date of the Emergency Price Control Act, and
prior to July 31, 1842, when the treble-damage
provisions of the Emergency Price Control
Act beecame operative, the acceptance of vol-
untary contributions from violators proved a
very practical and, in our opinion, a fair and
effective way of adjusting many cases which
did not warrant the expenditure of time and
funds in formal enforcement proceedings.
With respect to violations oeccurring after
July 31, 1942, we have been accepting volun-
tary contributions only in an insignificant
number of cases compared to the total num-
ber and amount of refunds to tenants. The
reason for this is that most of the cases
which we wish to adjust on an informal basis,
without the imposition of formal sanctions,
are disposed of through a settlement of the
Administrator's claim for treble damages or,
in the case where the treble-damage claim
lies in the purchaser or tenant, through resti-
tution to such purchaser or tenant. As a
result, the only cases in which we accept con-
tributions, where the violation has occurred
after July 31, 1942, are situations where the
Administrator has no right of action to treble

-damages and where the consumers or tenants

are numerous and unknown.
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We have, as you know, literally thousands
of complaints of violation and cur investiga=
tions disclose that many of these are well-
founded. It seems entirely justifiable to me
to dispose of a great proportion of these
innumerable cases without formal enforce-
ment proceedings. As the attached memo-
randum Indicates, the practice has never
been used in substitution for criminal sanc-
tions. It has been a device for rapidly adjust-
ing cases which were not sufficiently serious
to warrant criminal prosecution and which
were not sufficiently important to justify
other types of formal enforcement proceed-
ings. The practice seems fo me a sound
method of restoring the status quo and
eliminating the effect of the violation.

I should also like to point out that in my
eighth quarterly report to Congress for the
quarter ending December 1944, which is cur-
rently in the process of being distributed to
the Congress, we state:

“As a result of the activities mentioned,
restitution of thousands of dollars by land-
lords, representing overcharges, has been
effected. In cases where restitution has not
been feasible, landlords have made voluntary
contributions to the United States
in the sum of $112,523.95 during this quarter.”

You also request that we furnish you with
a list of all persons who made such voluntary
contributions, with the amount thereof, in
0. P. A. rent-control cases, The research in-
volved in complying with this request would
delay this response so long that I am sub-
mitting herewith the following total figures
setting forth the number of rent contribu-
tlons to the Treasury and the total amounts
for the years 1942 to 1844, inclusive:

04T ok 3 $33. 16
1943 oo -= 583 245, 587, 48
TDEA R S o s it bns 221 73,879.01
e e, A B17 319, 609. 65

! Incomplete.

2 January, February, March,

If these statistics are not adequate for your
purpose please advise me and I shall en-
deavor, as soon as possible, to obtain the
detailed information which you request.
Thank you for your interest in these mat-
ters. 1

Sincerely yours,
CHESTER BOWLES,
Administrator,
APRIL 10, 1943,
To: Prentiss M. Brown, Administrator.
From: Thomas I. Emerson, Acting General
Counsel.
Bubject: Voluntary Contributions.

The practice of accepting voluntary con-
tributions to the United States Treasury of
amounts received, in excess of celling prices,
by violators of price regulations is based on
the theory that it ls contrary to the policy
of the Emergency Price Control Act and
against public interest to permit violators to
retain the fruits of their wrongdoing. These
excess charges are not to be confused with
legitimate profits. Where illegal amounts
have been charged, the amount which is can-
tributed represents profit to which the seller
is not entitled under the law. The retention
of such sums by violators contributes to in-
flation.

The making of contributions by violators
of price regulations is voluntary, and has al-
ways been limited to the type of ‘case where
the viclation is inadyertent. Contributions
have not been accepted in cases where the
evidence indicates that the violation was will-

- ful or deliberate, or where for any reason the

application of the criminal or other statutory
remedies appears warranted.

The amount of the contribution is in each
case determined in accordance with the exact
amount of thke overcharge which is thereby
remedied. In cases where & contribution Is
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accepted, the violator is advised by the rep-
resentative of the Office of Price Administra-
tion that the making of the contribution is
a voluntary method of disposing of cases
whereby the viclator may evidence his good
faith as to future compliance. The viclator
18 also required to submit a written state-
ment that he will in the future comply with
the regulations,

To a limited extent, as explained bhelow,
the policy has also been extended to viola-
tions of rent regulations, It has never been
used in connection with violations of ration-
ing regulations, since violations of this type
do not involve overcharges,

The policy is also not applicable to vicla-
tions which have occurred after July 31, 1942,
which is the effective date of the treble-dam-
age provision of the Emergency Price Control
Act, except in a limited class of cases involv-
ing sales at retail where the buyers are un-
known or unascertainable and where there is
little likelihood that such purchasers will ex-
ercise their treble-damage rights, Similarly,
in cases of violations of rest regulations, con-
tributions may be accepted in cases where
tenants have been numerous and are unavail-
able, as in the case of overcharges made by
the proprietor of a traller camp, or the
proprietor of a boarding house for transients.
In cases where overcharges have been
made to retail purchasers or tenants who
are available or ascertainable, the sellers are
not permitted to dispose of their violations
through the making of a contribution, but
are instead required to make any adjustments
directly with the persons who have been over-
charged. In cases of over-the-ceiling sales
made subsequent to July 31, 1842, to pur-
chasers other than at retail, where, pursuant
to the statute, the treble-damage remedy be-
longs to the Administrator, the contribution
policy has no application. In such situations,
of course, settlement of the Administrator’'s
claim to treble damages frequently results in
a money payment by the violator to the
Treasury.

Precedent for utilizing the contribution
policy as an enforcement technique was
found in the use of a similar practice by
former President Herbert Hoover, the United
States Food Administrator under the Food
Control Act of 1917, during World War No. 1,
Under Mr. Hoover, the contributions were
made to the Red Cross instead of the United
States Treasury. His authority for this prac-
tice was never challenged, either in the courts
or in Congress. His annual report for the
year 1918 shows that between August 10, 1917,
and December 3, 1918, there were 8,676 cases
of violations handled by the Enforcement
Division, and of these 1,123 cases were dis-
posed of by contributions and refunds (An-
nual Report of U, 8. Food Administration for
the year 1018, pp. 42-43). On page 43 of his
report the following language appears:

“These orders fall into two general classes
depending upon whether they are addressed
to a licensee or a nonlicensee. If in the first
class, the order has either revoked or sus-
pended the violator's license, temporarily or
indefinitely, or has accepted some action by
the violator as a substitute for such revo-
catlon or suspension as; for example, a re-
fund of excess profits or a contribution to
the Red Cross, or some other patriotic or-
- ganization. In many cases a violator has
offered and preferred to make such a contri-
bution rather than to have his business
closed, even temporarily; and in cases of
minor offenses, such action has met the ends
of substantial justice to the best advantage.”

The contribution policy was first utilized
by the Administrator under Executive Order
No. 8734, issued by the President on April 11,
1941 (6 F. R. 1917), which established the
Office of Price Administration and Civilian
Supply, and under Executive Order No. 8875,
issued on August 28, 1841 (6 F. R. 4483),
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which continued price control authority in
the Office of Price Administration. At the
time of the adoption of the policy, the sanc-
tions available to the Administrator under
these Executive orders were Indirect and
cumbersome, and for most practical purposes
unusable.* The Administrator was thus
faced with a serious enforcement problem.
Numerous violations of the regulation were
called to his attention, particularly in con-
nection with cruclal waste-materials indus-
tries, Wherever such violations were found
to be inadvertent, as in cases of honest mis-
takes or where because of the newness of the
regulation involved the violator was not suf-
ficiently acquainted with its provisions, the
contribution policy was found to be an ef-
fective means with which to secure compli-
ance, The application of this policy during
this period enabled the Administrator to en-
force price regulations over a wide area dur-
ing a critical period through the use of a
device that was both equitable and practical
in its operation. The availability of this
remedial device, to the extent to which it
was applied, made less serious the threat of
inflation created by the absence of workable
sanctions.

Because of its effectiveness in providing a
falr means for disposing of cases of inad-
vertent violations, the contribution policy
was continued in operation after the passage
of the Emergency Price Control Act, which
became effective on January 30, 1942 (Pub.
Law No. 421, 7Tth Cong., 2d sess. (1942)).
This act provided for the following enforce-
ment sanctions:

1. Injunction (Sec. 206 (a)).

2. Criminal prosecutions (Sec, 205 (b)).

8. Treble damages (Sec. 205 (e)).

(a) By purchaser where sale is made for
use or consumption other than in the course
of trade or business.

(b) By the Administrator where purchaser
is not entitled to bring suit.

4, Suspension of license (Sec. 205 (1)),

As pointed out above, contributions have
not been accepted in cases where the use of
any of these sanctions has been called for,
with the exception that in a few cases a con-
tribution has been accompanied by a consent
decree entered in an appropriate court to
enjoin further viclations. In no case has a
contribution been accompanied by or taken
the place of a criminal prosecution or license
suspension suit. Under the provisions of the
statute, the effective date of the treble dam-
age remedy was postponed for 6 months after
the date of enactment of the statute. During
this period, the contribution policy was a
useful device for the disposition of cases
which were not subject to the application of
other sanctions. Subsequent to the effective
date of the treble-damages remedy, the con-
tribution policy has not been applied in cases
where either the Administrator or a pur-
chaser has a treble-damage claim, except in
the single instance where an over-the-ceiling
charge has been inadvertently made to nu-
merous buyers or tenants who are unascer=
tainable or unavailable. The contribution
policy has thus been practically terminated
with respect to violations which have oc-
curred after July 31, 1942,

*Par. 2 (h) of Executive Order No. B734,
empowered the Administrator to recom-
mend to the President the exercise of such
of his powers as the commandeering power
(Selective Service Act, sec. 9, 64 Stat. 8§92
(1940), 50 U. 8. C. A, sec. 309 (Supp. 1941)),
and the priority power (Priorities Act, sec.
2 (a), 54 Stat. 676 (1940), as amended by the
Vinson Act, Public Law No. 89, 77th Cong., 1st
gess. (May 31, 1941) ), when In the judgment
of the Administrator such action by the Presi-
dent would enforce compliance with price
schedules.
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The contribution policy’ has been made
known to Congress and the public since its
inception. The practice was mentioned in
the first quarterly report submitted to Con-
gress for the period ending April 30, 1942,
(See page 76 and table 5 (¢) (1) in Appendix
C at page 195.) It was discussed in the
gecond quarterly report for the period end-
ing July 381, 1942, and & full table of the
contributions transmitted to the Treasury
was published. (See page 55 and table 8 in
Appendix C, page 251.)

It is to be noted that every contribution is
made payable to the United States Treasury
and is transmitted to the Treasury, in each
instance, with a covering letter. These con-
tributions are accepted by the Treasury as
unconditional gifts and are deposited there
A8 miscellaneous receipts. ' Letters of ac-
knowledgement have been sent by the Treas-
ury to each contributor,

It is believed that the policy has been fair
and equitable in its operation, and that it has
assisted In carrying out the purpose of the
President and of Congress to curb the rise
of prices.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is before the Senate and open to further
amendment. If there be no further
amendment to be proposed, the guestion
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

The bill (S. 1764) was passed, as fol-
lows:

Be it enacted, ete., That this act may be
cited as the “Stabilization Extension Act of
1044

TiTLE I —AMENDMENTS TO THE EMERGENCY
PricE CoNTROL AcT OF 1942
TERMINATION DATE

Sec. 101. Section 1 (b) of the Emergency
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended, is
amended by striking out "“June 30, 1944," and
substituting “December 31, 1945."”

APPROPRIATION REQUIRED FOR SUBSIDIES

Sec. 102, Bection 2 (e) of such act 1is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“After June 30, 1945, neither the Price Ad-
ministrator nor the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation nor any other Government cor-
poration shall make any subsidy payments,
or buy any commodities for the purpose of
selling them at a loss and thereby subsidizing
directly or indirectly the sale of commodities,
unless the money required for such subsidies,
or sale at a loss, has been appropriated by
Congress for such purpose."

UNAUTHORIZED CONDITIONS OR PENALTIES

Sec. 103. Section 2 of such act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

“(k) No agency, department, officer, or em=
ployee of the Government, in the payment
of sums authorized by this or other acts of
Congress relating to the production or sale of
agricultural commodities, or in contracts for
the purchase of any such commodities by the
Government or any department or agency
thereof, or in any allocation of materials or
facilities, or in fixing quotas for the produc-
tion or sale of any such commodities, shall
impose any conditions or penalties not au-
thorized by the provisions of the act or acts,
or lawful regulations issued thereunder, under
which such sums are authorized, such con-
tracts are made, materials and facilities
allocated, or quotas for the production or
sale of any such commodities are imposed.
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Any person aggrieved by any action of
any agency, department, officer, or em-
ployee of the Government contrary to the
provisions hereof, or by the failure to act
of any such agency, department, officer, or
employee, may petition the district court of
the district in which he resides or has his
place of business for an order or a declaratory
judgment to determine whether any such ac-
tion or failure to act is in conformity with
the provisions hereof and otherwise lawful;
and the eourt shall have jurisdiction to grant
appropriate relief. The provisions of the
Judicial Code as to monetary amount involved
necessary to give jurisdiction to a district
court shall not be applicable in any such
case.”
ENFORCEMENT AUTHORIZATION

Bec. 104, Bection 8 (e) of such act is
amended by striking out “(a) and (b).”

EXPENDITURES BY THE ADMINISTRATOR

Bec. 106. Section 201 (c) of such act is
amended to read as follows:

“(¢) The Administrator shall have author-
ity to make such expenditures (including ex-
penditures for personal services and rent at
the seat of government and elsewhere; for
lawbooks and books of reference; for paper,
printing and binding; and for purchase of
commodities in order to obtain information
or evidence of violations of price, rent, or
rationing regulations or orders or price
schedules) as he may deem necessary for the
administration and enforcement of this act.
The provisions of section 3709 of the Re-
vised Statutes shall not apply to the purchase
of supplies and services by the Administrator
where the aggregate amount involved does
not exceed $250.”

PROTEST PROCEDURE

Sec. 106. (a) The first sentence of sec-
tion 203 (a) of the Emergency Price Control
Act of 1942, as amended, is amended to read
as follows: “Within a period of 60 days after
the issuance of any regulation or order un-
der section 2 (or in the case of a price sched-
ule, within a period of 60 days after the ef-
fective date thereof specified in section 206),
or within a period of 60 days after June 30,
1944, whichever is later, any person subject to
any provision of such regulation, order, or
price schedule may, in accordance with reg-
ulations to be prescribed by the Administra-
tor, file a protest specifically setting forth
objections to any such provision and affidavits
or other written evidence in support of such
objections.”

(b) Section 203 (c) of such act is amended
by inserting before the period at the end
thereof a colon and the following: “Provided,
however, That, upon the request of the
protestant, any protest filed in accordance
with subsection (a) of this section, after
September 1, 1941, shall, before denial in
whole or in part, be considered by & board
of review consisting of one or more officers
or employees of the Office of Price Admin-
istration designated by the Administrator in
accordance with regulations to be promul-
gated by him. The Administrator shall
cause to be presented to the board such evi-
dence, including economic data, in the form
of affidavits or otherwise, as he deems appro-
priate in support of the provision against
which the protest is filed. The protestant
shall be accorded an opportunity to present
rebuttal evidence in writing and oral argu-
ment before the board and the board shall
make written recommendations to the
Price Administrator., The protestant shall
be informed of the recommendations of the
board and, in the event that the Admin-
istrator rejects such recommendations in
whole or in part, shall be informed of the
reasons for such rejection.”

(e) Section 208 of such act is further

amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:
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“(d) Any protest filled under thils section
shall be granted or denied by the Adminis-
trator, or granted in part and the remainder
of it denied, within a reasonable time after
it is filed. Any protestant who is aggrieved
by undue delay on the part of the Adminis-
trator In disposing of his protest may peti-
tion the Emergency Court of Appeals, created
pursuant to section 204, for relief; and such
court shall have jurisdiction by appropriate
order to require the Administrator to dispose
of such protest within such time as may be
fixed by the court. If the Administrator does
not act finally within the time fixed by the
court, the protest shall be deemed to be de-
nled at the expiration of that period.”

(d) SBection 204 (c¢) of such act is amended
by inserting after the third sentence and be-
fore the fourth sentence thereof the follow-
ing:

ﬁTwo judges shall constitute a quorum of
the court and of each division thereof.”

STAYS IN CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS, ETC.

Bec. 107. Section 204 of such act is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:

*{e) Within 5 days after judgment or de-
cree in any proceeding brought pursuant to
section 205 for the viclation of any provision
of any regulation or order issued under sec-
tion 2 or of any price schedule effective in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 2086,
the defendant may apply to the district court
for leave to file in the Emergency Court of
Appeals a complaint sgainst the Administra-
tor setting forth objections to the validity of
any provision which the defendant has been
found to have violated. The district court
shall grant such leave with respect to any
objection which it finds is made in good faith
and with respect to which it finds there is
reasonable and substantial excuse for the de-
fendant's failure to present such objection
in a protest filed in accordance with section
203 (a). Upon the filing of a complaint pur-
suant to and within 30 days from the grant-
ing of such leave, the Emergency Court of
Appeals shall have jurisdiction to enjoin or
set aside in whole or in part the provision
of the regulation, order, or price schedule
complained of or to dismiss the complaint.
The court may authorize the introduction
of evidence, either to the Administrator or
directly to the court, in accordance with sub-
section (a) of this section. The provisions
of subséctions (b), (c), and (d) of this sec-
tion shall be applicable with respect to any
proceeding instituted in accordance with this
subsection. After judgment in any proceed-
ing brought pursuant to subsection 205, the
district court shall stay the execution of its
judgment for the violation of any provision
of a regulation, order, or price schedule con-
cerning which there is pending a protest
properly filed by the defendant in accordance
with the provisions of section 203, or any
judicial proceeding instituted by the defend-
ant in accordance with the provisions of this
section, the stay to continue until the dis-
position of such protest, or judicial proceed-
ing, and the expiration of the time allowed
in this section for the taking of further pro-
ceedings with respect thereto. If any provi-
sion of a regulation, order, or price schedule
is determined to be invalid by judgment of
the Emergency Court of Appeals which has
become effective in accordance with section
204 (b), any proceeding pending in any court
shall be dismissed, and any judgment in such
proceeding vacated, to the extent that such
proceeding or judgment is based upon viola-
tion of such provision. Except as provided in
this subsection, the pendency of any protest
under section 203, or judicial proceeding un-
der this section, shall not be grounds for stay-
ing any proceeding brought pursuant to sec-
tion 205; nor, except as provided in this sub-
section, shall any retroactive effect be given
to any judgment setting aside a provision
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of a regulation or order issued under section
2 or of a price schedule effective in accordance
with the provisions of section 206.”

SUITS FOR DAMAGES

Sec. 108. (a) Subsection (e) of section 205
of such act is amended to read as follows:

“(e) I any person selling a commodity
violates a regulation, order, or price schedule
prescribing a maximum price or maximum
prices, the person who buys such commodity
for use or consumption other than in the
course of trade or business may, within 1
year from the date of the occurrence of
the viclation except as hereinafter provided,
bring an action against the seller on ac-
count of the overcharge. In such action,
the seller shall be liable for reasonable at-
torney’s fees and costs as determined by the
court, plus whichever of the following sums
is the greater: (1) Such amount not less
than one and one-half times and not more
than three times the amount of the over-
charge, or the overcharges, upon which the
action is based as the court in its discretion
may determine, or (2) $50. For the purposes
of this section the payment or receipt of
rent for defense-area housing accommoda=
tions shall be deemed the buying or selling of
a commodity, as the case may be; and the
word ‘overcharge’ shall mean the amount
by which the consideration exceeds the ap-
plicable maximum price. If any person
selllng a commodity violates a regulation,
order, or price schedule prescribing a maxi-
mum price or maximum prices, and the buyer
either fails to institute an action under this
subsection within 30 days from the date of
the occurrence of the viclation or is not
entitled for any reason to bring the action,
the Administrator may institute such action
on behalf of the United States within such
1 year period. If such action is instituted
by the Administrator, the buyer shall there-
after be barred from bringing an action
for the same violation or violations. Any
action under this subsection by either the
buyer or the Administrator, as the case may
be, may be brought in any court of compe-
tent jurisdiction. A judgment in an action
for damages under this subsection shall be
a bar to the recovery under this subsection
of any damages in any other action against
the same seller on account of sales made to
the same purchaser prior to the institution
of the action in which such judgment was
rendered. Notwithstanding any provision of
this act, the Emergency Price Control Act
of 1942, or the amendment thereto of act,
October 2, 1942 (Public Law 729, T7th Cong),
all suits for civil damages shall be brought
in the district or county in which the de-
fendant against whom substantial relief is
sought resides or has a place of business, or
office, or agent.”

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a), insofar as it relates to actions by buy-
ers or actions which may be brought by the
Administrator only after the buyer has failed
to institute an action within 30 days from
the occurrence of the violation, shall be ap-
plicable only with respect to violations oc-
curring after the date of enactment of this
act. In other cases, such amendment shall
be applicable with respect to proceedings
pending on the date of enactment of this
act and with respect to proceedings instituted
thereafter.

REVIEW OF RATIONING SUSPENSION ORDERS

SEec. 109. Eection 205 of such act is amend-
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subsections:

“(g) The district courts shall have exclu=-
sive jurisdictlon to enjoin or set aside, in
whole or in part, orders for suspension of al-
locations, and orders denying a stay of such
suspension, issued by the Administrator pur-
suant to section 2 (a) (2) of the act of June
28, 1940, as amended by the act of May 31,
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1941, and title IIT of the Second War Powers
Act, 1942, and under authority conferred
upon him pursuant to section 201 (b) of this
act. Any action to enjoin or set aside such
order shall be brought within 5 days after
the service thereof. No suspension order
shall take effect within 5 days after it is
served, or, if an application for a stay is
made to the Administrator within such 5-
rday period, until the expiration of 6 days
after service of an order denying the stay.
No interlocutory rellef shall be granted
agalnst the Administrator under this sub-
section unless the applicant for such relief
shall consent, without prejudice, to the entry
of an order enjoining him from violations of
the regulations or order involved in the sus-
pension proceedings.

“(h) It shall be an adeguate defense to
any suit or action brought under subsections
(b), (e), or (f) (2) of this section.if the
defendant proves that the viclation of the
regulation, order, or price schedule pre-
soribing & maximum price or maximum prices
was nelther willful nor the result of fail-
ure to take practicable precautions against
the cccurrence of the vioclation,

“(1) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to deprive the courts of the power
to assess against the defendant the amount
of the overcharge.”

TiTLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE STABILIZATION
Act oF OCTOBER 2, 1942

COTTON TEXTILES

Sec. 201. Section 8 of the Stabilization Act
of October 2, 1942, as amended, is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

“Any maximum price established or main-
talned under authority of this act or other-
wise for ~ny textile product processed or
manufactured in whole or substantially part
from cotton or cotton yarn shall be not less
for any specific textile item than the sum
of the following: (1) The cost of the cotton
or yarn involved, plus the cost of dellvery of
such cotton or yarn to the point of processing
or manufacturing, as determined by the War
Food Administrator; (2) a generally fair and
equitable allowance for the total current
cost of whatever nature incident to process-
ing or manufacturing and marketing such
item, and whenever the Chairman of the War
Production Board or the War Food Adminis-
trator has determined such item to be nec-
essary for the war effort or the maintenance
of the civilian economy, such allowance shall
be computed at a uniform figure that
will cover such total current costs in the
case of any manufacturer or processor among
the manufacturers or processors of at least
90 percent by volume of such item; and (3)
a reasonable profit on such item, in addition
to the costs computed as provided in clauses
(1) and (2). The maximum price estab-
lished for any textile item under this act
or otherwise shall be adjusted to the extent
necessary to conform with the requirements
of this paragraph within 60 days after the
date of its enactment., For the purposes of
this paragraph, the cost of any cotton shall
be deemed to be not less than the parity
price for such cotton (adjusted for grade,
loeation, and seasonal differentials); except
that for the 60-period beginning 120 days
after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, and for each subsequent 60-day period,
if the actual current market value of such
cotton at the beginning of such period is
lower than such parity price, the cost of such
cotton during such 60-day period shall be
deemed to be the actual current market
value at the beginning of such period, and
whenever a change is made In such cost of
cotton a corresponding change shall be made
in the maximum price for each specific tex-
tile item. The method that is now used for
the purposes of loans under section 8 of this
act for determining the parity price or its
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equivalent for seven-eighths inch Middling
cotton at the average location used in fixing
the base loan rate for cotton shall also be used
for determining the parity price for seven-
eighths inch Middling cotton at such aver-
age location for the purposes of this section;
and any adjustments made by the Secretary
of Agriculture or the War Food Administrator
for grade, location, or seasonal differentials
for the purposes of this section shall be made
on the basis of the parity price so deter=
mined. For the purposes of this paragraph,
the terms ‘textile product’ and ‘textile item’
mean any product or item manufactured or
processed in whole or substantial part from
cotton or cotton yarn by any manufacturer
or processor engaged in the manufacture or
processing of such product or article from
cotton or cotton yarn. Whenever the maxi-
mum price established for any item to which
this paragraph is applicable is in excess of a
price which in the judgment of the Admin-
istrator is generally fair and equitable and
is also in excess of the lowest maximum
price which could be established therefor in
accordance with the foregoing provisions of
this section, the Administrator may reduce
the maximum price for such items to a price
which in his judgment will be generally fair
and equitable, except that such maximum
price shall In no event be reduced to a price
lower than the lowest maximum price which
could be established therefor in accordance
with the foregoing provisions of this section
or be reduced to a price which will impede
the effective prosecution of the war or the
maintenance of the civilian economy.

“Whenever the maximum price established
for sales at any subsequent level of manu-
facture, processing, or distribution of any
commodity which is constituted in whole or
substantial part of any textile item is in
excess of a price which in the judgment of
the Administrator will provide a generally
fair and equitable margin at such level of
manufacture, processing, or distribution,
then the Administrator may reduce such
maximum price to any price which in the
judgment of the Administrator will provide
a generally fair and equitable margin at such
level.”

SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES UNDER RAILWAY LABOR
ACT

Sec. 202. Section 4 of such act of October
2, 1042, is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraphs:

“No action shall be taken under authority
of this act with respect to an increase in any
wages or salaries in any case in which such
increase has been agreed upon by the em-
ployer and employee and will not result in
the payment of wages or salaries at a rate
greater than $37.50 per week. For the pur-
pose of the preceding sentence, if the em-
ployee ordinarily works overtime and extra
compensation is paid therefor, such extra
compensation shall be included in determin-
ing the rate of wages or salaries paid,

“In any dispute between employees and
carriers subject to the Rallway Labor Act, as
amended, as to changes affecting wage or
salary payments, the procedures of such act
shall be followed for the purpose of bringing
about a settlement of such dispute. Any
agency provided for by such act, as a pre-
requisite to effecting or recommending a
settlement of any such dispute, shall make
a specific finding and certification that the
changes proposed by such settlement or rec-
ommended settlement are consistent with
such standards as may be then in effect, es-
tablished by or pursuant to law, for the pur-
pose of controlling inflationary tendencies.
Where such finding and certification are
made by such agency, they shall be con-
clusive, and it shall be lawful for the employ=
ees and carriers, by agreement, to put into
effect the changes proposed by the settlement
or recommended settlement with respect to
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which such finding and certification were
made.”
TERMINATION DATE

Sec. 203. Section 6 of such act of Octoker
2, 1942, is amended by striking out “June
30, 1944" and substituting “December 31,
1945.”

LOAN RATE FOR AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

SEC, 204. (a) Section 8 (a) (1) of such act
of October 2, 1942 (relating to loans upon
cotton, corn, wheat, rice, tobacco, and pea-
nuts), is amended by striking out “at the
rate of 90 percent of the parity price” and
inserting in lieu thereof “at the rate of 95
percent of the parity price.” The amend-
ment made by this subsection shall be ap-
plicable with respect to crops harvested after
December 31, 1943. In the case of loans made
under such section 8 upon any of the 1944
c¢rops of any commodity before the amend-
ment made by this subsection takes effect,
the Commodity Credit Corporation is author-
ized and directed to increase or provide for
increasing the amount of such loans to the
amount of the loans which would have been
made if the loan rate specified in this sub-
section had been in effect at the time the
loans were made.

(b) Bection 4 (a) of the act entitled “An
act to extend the life and increate the credit
resources of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion, and for other purposes,” approved July
1, 1941, as amended (relating to supporting
the prices of nonbasie agricultural commodi-
‘ties), is amended by striking out “90 percent’
and inserting in leu thereof “95 percent.”
The amendment made by this subsection
shall, irrespective of whether or not there
is any further public announcement under
such section 4 (a), be applicable with respect
to any commodity with respect to which a
public announcement has heretofore been
made under such section 4 (a).

Sec. 205. Section 3 of the act of October 2,
1942 (Public Law 729, 77th Cong.), is hereby
amended by adding a new paragraph to read
as follows:

“PERISHABLE COMMODITIES

“Whenever a maximum price is established
on any fresh fruit or fresh vegetable, includ-
ing potatoes, adequate allowances shall be
mac- for hazards of production and market-
ing of such commodities throughout the crop
year, including increased .costs due to crop
losces which have resulted or may result
from such hazards. If a maximum price has
been established on any such commodity, the
Price Administrator shall take immediate
action to review and increase such maximum
price from time to time by making further
allowances to the extent necessary to com-
pensate for subsequent substantial changes
in such conditions, including substantial re-
ductions in merchantable crop yields.”

The title was amended so as to read as
follows: “A bill {o amend the Emergency
Price Control Act of 1942, as amended,
and the Stabilization Act of October 2,
1942, as amended, and for other pur-
poses.”

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I ask
that the bill be printed as passed today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS
COMMITTEE TO REPORT, ETC.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the re-
cess or adjournment of the Senate, fol-
lowing today's session, the Committee on
Appropriations be authorized to file re-
ports on appropriation bills before it, and
to file notices of motions to suspend the
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rule for the purpose of proposing amend-
ments to such appropriation bills.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROCUREMENT OF OIL FOR THE
NATIONAL DEFENSE

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of House bill
4771, Calendar No. 962, I shall not ask
for its consideration tonight, but I should
like to make it the unfinished business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be read by title for the information of
the Senate.

The Crier CLERE. A bill (H. R. 4771)
to amend the part of the act entitled “An
act making appropriations for the naval
service for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1921, and for other purposes”, ap-
proved June 4, 1920, as amended, relating
to the conservation, care, custody, pro-
tection, and operation of the naval pe-
troleum and oil-shale reserves.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr,
President, I may say that the title of the
bill is misleading and does not define the
objective of the measure. The purpose
of the bill is to authorize the production
of oil from Naval Petroleum Reserve No.
1—Elk Hills—whenever production is re-
quired for national defense.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, am I cor-
rect in understanding that the consid-
eration of the bill will go over until Mon-
day?

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts. That
is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
WaLsH].

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I
should like to inquire of Senators—espe-
cially the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr, WarsH]1 and the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. McKeLLar]l—whether the
appropriation bills in the Appropriations
Committee and the bill to which the
Senator from Massachusetts has re-
ferred, and which is now the unfinished
business, are of such urgency that we
could not take a recess from today until
Tuesday next. I do not wish to waste a
single day that is necessary in order to
clear our program,; but if committees
could have an opportunity to act on
Monday on legislation pending before
them, it is possible that we might facili-
tate matters by taking a recess until
Tuesday, rather than holding a session
on Monday.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr.
President, the Navy Department has been
pressing me very hard all week to ob-
tain action on the bill which has been
made the unfinished business. It deals,
as I have said, with the extraction of oil

from the Elk Hills Oil Reserve in Cali--

fornia,

The coniract under which the Navy
has been acting has expired, and the
Navy is pressing very hard for legisla-
tion which would permit it to increase
the volume of oil which it can obfain.
I hope very much that the Senate may
consider the bill on Monday.
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Mr, McKELLAR., Mr, President, in
answer to the question of the Senator
from Kentucky, let me say that there
are 13 appropriation bills, and only 2
of them have finally passed. It will re-
quire the most nerve-racking work for
our committee to finish consideration of
those bills so that a recess may be taken
for the Republican National Convention,
as I understand is now the program.
For that reason it seems to me that we
had better stay in session as much as
possible if we are to get through.

Mr., BARKLEY, Mr,. President, the
answers of both the Senator from Massa-
chusetts and the Senator from Tennessee
are satisfactory. Therefore, at the proper
time I shall move that the Senate take a
recess until Monday.

TEMPORARY APPOINTMENT OF ARMY
NURSE CORPS MEMBERS AS OFFICERS
IN THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S,
1808) to authorize temporary appoint-
ment as officers in the Army of the United
States of members of the Army Nurse
Corps, female persons having the neces-
sary qualifications for appointment in
such corps, female dietetic and physical-
therapy personnel of the Medical De-
partment of the Army (exclusive of stu=~
dents and apprentices), and female per-
sons having the necessary qualifications-
for appointment in such department as
female dietetic or physical-therapy per-
sonnel, and for other purposes, which
were to strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

That, notwithstanding any other provision
of law, members of the Army Nurse Corps,
female persons having the necessary qualifi-
cations for appointment in such corps, female
dietetic and physical-therapy personnel of
the Medical Department of the Army (exclu-
sive of students and apprentices) .ppointed
under the provisions of the act of December
22, 1942 (b6 Stat. 1072), and female persons
having the necessary qualifications for ap-
pointments in such department as female
dietetic or physical-therapy personnel under
the provisions of the act of December 22,
1942 (66 Stat. 1072), may be appointed as
officers in the Army of the United States
under the provisions of the joint resolution
of September 23, 1941 (56 Stat. 728), as
amended by the act of July 7, 1943 (Public
Law 114, 78 Cong.), in the grades therein
prescribed, and assigned, respectively, to the
Army Nurse Corps and Medical Department
of the Army. All persons so appointed and
assigned shall have authority in and about
military hospitals as regards medical and
sanitary matters and all other work within
the scope of their professional duties next
after other officers of the Medical Department
and, except as above provided, shall exercise
command only over those members of the
Army of the United States specifically placed
under their command. Members of the Army
Nurse Corps so appointed and assigned shall
not by acceptance of their appointments
vacate their appointments in the Army Nurse
Corps.

SEec, 2. All persons appointed and assigned
as officers in the Army of the United States
under the provisions of section 1 of this act
and their dependents and beneficiaries shall
have all the rights, privileges, and benefits
accorded in like cases to other persons ap-
pointed under the joint resolution of Sep-
tember 22, 1941 (565 Stat. 728), as amended,
except where otherwise expressly provided in
this or any subsequent act.
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Bec 8. In addition to members of the
Army Nurse Corps, any person appointed and
assigned as an officer in the Army of the
United States under the provisions of sec-
tion 1 of this act shall be eligible to be
retired under any law providing for the re-
tirement of members of the Army Nurse
Corps, and any such person, including mems=
bers of the Army Nurse Corps, who, while
serving under such appointment and assign-
ment, is so retired for disability shall re=-
ceive retired pay at the rate of 75 percent of
the active duty base and longevity pay re-
ceived by her while serving in the highest
grade in which she served under any such
appointment and assignment, and, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, shall
be placed upon the Army Nurse Corps re=-
tired list in such highest grade. Any mem-
ber of the Army Nurse Corps retired be-
tween December 7, 1941, and the date of
enactment of this act for disability and any
female dietitian or physical-therapy aide so
retired between January 12, 1943, and the
date of enactment of this act shall receive,
effective on the first day of the first month
next following the date of enactment of this
act, retired pay at the rate of 76 percent of
the highest active duty base and longevity
pay received by her while serving in the
Army Nurse Corps or Medical Department
of the Army, as the case may be, during
the above-cited applicable period: Provided,
That nothing contained In this section shall
operate to reduce the retired pay presently
received by any nurse, female dietitian, or
physical-therapy aide.

Sec. 4. In computing years of service for all
purposes of members of the Army Nurse
Corps appointed and-assigned under the pro-
visions of section 1 of this act there shall be
credited active service in the Army Nurse
Corps and in the Navy Nurse Corps, active
service as a contract nurse prior to February
2, 1801, and service rendered pursuant to an
appointment under this act.

Bec. 5. In computing years of service for
all purposes of female dietetic and physical-
therapy personnel appointed and assigned
under the provisions of section 1 of this act
there shall be credited all active full-time
service (except as a student or apprentice)
in the dietetic or physical-therapy categories
rendered subsequent to April 6, 1917, as a
civilian employee of the War Department,
service rendered pursuant to an appointment
as a female dietitian or physical-therapy aide
under the provisions of the act of December
22, 1942 (56 Stat. 1072), and service rendered
pursuant to an appointment under this act,

Bec, 6. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, no woman appointed and as-
signed under the provisions of section 1 of
this act who is a member of the Army Nurse
Corps or who has previously held an ap-
pointment as a female dletitian or physical-
therapy aide under the provisions of the act
of December 22, 1842 (68 Btat. 1072), shall
be entitled to any uniform allowance payable
to officers of the Army of the United States,
Any such woman who, either as a member of
the Army Nurse Corps or a dletitian or physi-
cal-therapy aide, has not received a com-
plete issue of uniforms, insignia, accesso-
ries, and equipment prescribed by regula-
tions of the Secretary of War for persons in
the respective categories may be issued the
remainder of such prescribed articles, and
any such woman who has heretofore or may
hereafter receive such complete issue, or any
part thereof, may retain such articles as her
personal property.

Sec. 7. For the purpose of effectuating
prompt and eguitable appointments under
section 1 of this act of the personnel men-
tioned in the title of this act who are on
active duty on the date of enactment o” this
act, the President is authorized to appoint,
in commissioned grades corresponding to the
relative rank held by such personnel on the
effective date of the order of appointment,
all or any part of such personnel by means
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of a blanket order without specifying the
names of the personnel so appointed. Any
person so appointed by such blanket order
shall be deemed for all purposes to have ac-
cepted her appointment as an officer in the
Arnry of the United States upon the effec-
tive date of such blanket order unless she
shall expressly decline such appointment,
and shall receive from such date the pay
and allowances of the commissioned grade
to which she was so appointed. No such
person who, upon receiving an appointment
in the Army of the United States, shall have
subscribed to the oath of office required by
section 17567, Revised Btatutes, shall be re-
quired to renew such oath or to take a new
oath upon her appolntment as a commis-
sioned officer, if her service in the Army of
the United States after the taking of such
oath shall have been continuous.

Segc. 8. Women appointed in the Army
Nurse Corps, female dietitians and physical-
therapy aides appointed in the Medical De-
partment of the Army under the provisions
of the act of December 22, 1042 (56 Stat.
1072), and women appointed from ‘clvilian
life under the provisions of section 1 of this
act shall receive for travel performed under
competent orders from home to first-duty
station the mileage allowance provided for
persons appointed as officers under the joint
resolution of Beptember 22, 1941 (55 Stat,
728). This section shall be applicable with
respect to travel performed on or after De-
cember 22, 1942,

Bec.9. The provisions of this act shall
apply also to the members of the Navy Nurse
Corps.

And to amend the title so as to read:
“An act to authorize temporary appoint-
ment as officers in the United States
Naval Reserve of members of the Navy
Nurse Corps and as officers in the Army
of the United States of members of the
Army Nurse Corps female persons hav-
ing the necessary qualifications for ap-
pointment in such corps, female dietetic
and physical-therapy personnel of the
Medical Department of the Army (exclu-
sive of students and apprentices), and
female persons having the necessary
qualifications for appointment in such
department as female dietetic or phys-
ical-therapy personnel, and for other
purposes.” :

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate concur
in the House amendments with an
amendment, on page 6, to strike out sec-
tion 9, and an amendment to the title as
proposed to be amended by the House, by
striking out, in line 3 of the title, the
words “Navy Nurse Corps.”

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, is this a
Senate bill with House amendments?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It is a
Senate bill which has come back from
the House with amendments.

Mr. WHITE. Is the Senator moving
to concur in the House amendments?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; I am
moving to concur in the House amend-
ments with an amendment striking out
section 9, and also an amendment to the
title as proposed to be amended by the
House.

Section 9 was put in the bill on the
floor of the House. It is not acceptaile
to the Navy, and it is not acceptable to
the Military Affairs Committee, I have
been informed that if we strike out that
section in ‘the Senate, the House will
then agree, without sending the bill to
conference.
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Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.
. Mr, DANAHER. What does section 9

0?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. We do
not think section 9 accomplishes the
purpose which was intended. It at-
tempts to make the provisions of Senate
bill 1808, as applied o Army nurses, ap-
Lly alsa to Navy nurses. We are in-
formed by the Navy Department that
that is not possible under the language
of the bill, and that shortly the Navy
Department will submii a bill to ac-
complish what is intended, as it should
be done. The House is now convinced
of its error, and is willing to correct its
mistake by accepting an amendment to
the House amendment, striking out sec-
tion 9 and amending the title as it has
been amended by the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
proposed amendmenfs to the House
amendrients will be stated.

The Carer Crerx. It is proposed to
strike out section 9, as follows:

Sec. 9. The provisions of this act shall
apply also to the members of the Navy Nurse

And to amend the title as proposed to
be amended by the House, by striking
out in line 3 of the title the words “Navy
Nurse Corps.”

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, did this
bill come from the Military Affairs Com-
mittee or the Naval Affairs Committee?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It came
from the Military Affairs Committee, was
passed by the Senate, and was amended
in the House.

Mr. WHITE. 1 take it that what the
Senator is proposing has the sanction of
the Military Affairs Committee?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It hasthe
sanction of the Military Affairs Com-
mittee, and also the sanction of Admiral
Jacobs,

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, as I
understand, the Senator’s motion is to
concur in the House amendments with
certain amendments; namely, to strike
out section 9, and, further, to amend the
title as proposed to be amended by the
House, by striking out the words “Navy
Nurse Corps.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN-
soN1.

The motion was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Downey in the chair) laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States, which were referred
to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)
POSTMASTER NOMINATIONS CONFIRMED

Mr, BARKLEY, My, President, the
only names on the Executive Calendar

That is
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are those of four postmasters. I ask
unanimous consent that, as in execu-
tive session, the nominations of post-
masters be confirmed, and that the Pres-
ident be immediately notified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are con-
firmed; and, without objection, the Pres-
ident will be notified forthwith.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen-.
ate take a recess until Monday next at
12 o’clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
6 o’clock and 28 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess until Monday, June 12,
1944, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 9 (legislative day of May 9),
1944:

DrrLoMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

David McK. Eey, of Tennessee, now a
Foreign Service officer of class 3 and a secre-
mry in the Diplomatic Service, to be also
a consul general of the United States of

America.
Robert B. Memminger, of South Carolina,

-.now a Foreign Service officer of class 7 and

a secretary in the Diplomatic Service, to be
also a consul of the United States of America.

Harlan B. Clark, of Ohio, now a Foreign
Bervice officer of class 8 and a secretary in
the Diplomatic Service, to be also a consul
of the United Btates of America.

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE

UNITED STATES
TO BE COLONEL, WITH RANK FROM MAY 7, 1944

Lt. Col. Edward James Dwan, Cavalry (tem-
porary colanel) .

TO BE COLONELS, WITH RANK FROM MAY 31, 1944

Lt. Col. John Ross Mendenhall, Infantry
(temporary colonel).

Lt. Col. Norman Randolph, Infantry (tem-
porary brigadier general).

Lt. Col. George Edward Stratemeyer, Alr
Corps (temporary major general).

Lt, Col. Eustis Lloyd Hubbard, Cavalry
(temporary colonel).

Lt. Col. Frederic Willlam Boye, Cavalry
(temporary colonel).

Lt. Col. Leroy Hugh Watson, Infantry (tem-
porary major general),

TO BE COLONELS, WITH RANK FROM JUNE 1, 1944

Lt. Col. Arthur Arnim White, Field Artillery
(temporary colonel).

Lt. Col. John Keliher, Field Artillery (tem-
porary colonel).

Lt, Col. Thomas Fenton Taylor, Infantry
(temporary colonel), subject to examination
required by law.

Lt. Col. Marshall Henry Quesenberry, Infan-
try (temporary colonel), subject to examina-
tion required by law.

Lt. Col. Richard Wilmer Cooksey, Cavalry
(temporary colonel).

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate June 9 (legislative day of
May 9), 1944: -

POSTMASTERS
MICHIGAN
Oswald J. Koch, Ann Arbor,

Arthur Elmore, Hanover,
Claude A. Van Dusen, Jasper,

WIBCONSIN
Howard L. Van Ness, Lodl.



		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-07-18T13:32:37-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




